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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday, February 18, 1970

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

The Lord is good; His mercy is ever-
lasting; and His truth endureth to all
generations.—Psalm 100: 5.

Eternal Father, in the quiet hush of
this hallowed moment we turn to the in-
ner shrine of our human spirits lifting
our hearts unto Thee in prayer, seeking
to become aware of Thy presence and of
the eternal truths upon which alone our
country can build safely and securely for
the good of all.

In this disturbing day, with darkness
upon the face of the earth, we are grate-
ful for the verities which cannot be
shaken, for the beacon lights which no
wind of violence can blow out, and for
the steady radiance of truth and love
which no wrong can dim, no evil can
darken.

Give us open eyes to see the stirring
facts of our day. Grant us courage to
meet them, confidence to manage them,
and the creative faith to master them
for the welfare of the youth of our land
and for the well-being of all our people.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment, a bill and concurrent resolution
of the House of the following titles:

H.R., 14789, An act to amend title VIII of
the Forelgn Service Act of 19468, as amended,
relating to the Foreign Service Retirement
and Disability System, and for other pur-
poses; and

H. Con. Res. 454. Concurrent resolution
calling for the humane treatment and re-
lease of Amerlcan prisoners of war held by
North Vietnam and the National Liberation
Front.

The message also announced that the
Senate had nassed a bill and joint reso-
lutions of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

8. 3274. An act to implement the Conven-
tion on the Recognition and Enforcement of
Foreign Arbitral Awards;

8.J. Res. 127. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to invite the States of the
Union and forelgn nations to particlpate in
the International Petroleum Exposition to be
held at Tulsa, Okla., from May 15, 1971,
through May 23, 1971; and

8.J. Res. 172. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annusally a proclama-
tlon designating the first full calendar week
in May of each year as “Clean Waters for
Amerlca Week."

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
THE U.S. GROUP OF THE NORTH
ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 1, Public Law 689, 84th
Congress, as amended, the Chair ap-
points as members of the U.S. group
of the North Atlantic Assembly the fol-
lowing members on the part of the
House: Mr. Hays of Ohio, Chairman;
Mr. Ropino of New Jersey, Mr. RIVERrs
of South Carolina, Mr. Crark of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. Brooks of Texas, Mr.
ARrenps of Illinois, Mr. FiwoLEy of IIli-
nois, Mr. Quie of Minnesota, and Mr.
Devine of Ohio.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF THE
U.S. DELEGATION OF THE MEXICO-
UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA-
MENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions cf section 1, Public Law 86-420,
the Chair appoints as members of the
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group the
following members on the part of the
House: Mr. N1x of Pennsylvania, Chair-
man; Mr. WriGHT of Texas; Mr. JOENSON
of California; Mr. Gonzartez of Texas;
Mr. pE LA Garza of Texas; Mr. FRASER
of Minnesota; Mr. SyMmiNncToN of Mis-
souri; Mr. Busu of Texas; Mr. STEIGER
of Arizona; Mr. Lrovp of Utah; Mr.
TroMSsoN of Wisconsin; and Mr. WiceINs
of California.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF THE
U.S. DELEGATION OF THE CANADA-
UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA-
MENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 86-42,
the Chair appoints as members of the
U.S. delegation of the Canada-United
States Interparliamentary Group the
following members on the part of the
House: Mr. GarracHER of New Jersey,
Chairman; Mr. JoansoN of California,
Mr. St GermalNy of Rhode Island, Mr.
RanparL of Missouri, Mr. MorcaN of
Pennsylvania, Mr. Kyros of Maine, Mr.
StrATTON 0f New York, Mr. ANDREWS of
North Dakota, Mr. StaFForp of Vermont,
Mr. BRooMFIELD of Michigan, Mr. LANGEN
of Minnesota, and Mr. MAILLIARD of
California.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON URBAN AFFAIRS OF SELECT
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS
TO SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE
TODAY

Mr. ELUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Urban Affairs of the Select Com-
mittee on Small Business may sit this
afternoon during general debate. I might
state that this has been cleared with the
minority.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

LT. GEN. LEWIS BLAINE HERSHEY

(Mr. ADAIR asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I have the
feeling that we will all miss General
Hershey, even his most vehement critics.
General Hershey was born and raised in
the Fourth Congressional District of
Indiana, which I am proud to represent.
For 29 years he persevered at the job of
being Director of the Selective Service
System, and he always used to say there
was never a long line of people waiting
to take the job. Most of all he performed
the job with patience, humor, and a de-
votion to his country, which we in In-
diana like to feel is typical of Hoosiers.
Few men have borne up so well in the
face of the abuse that has been heaped
upon him. Therefore, I wish to take this
occasion to wish him Godspeed and many
a restful day back in Indiana. He is de-
serving of the gratitude of our citizens.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join in the remarks made
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
Apatr) and to commend the gentleman
for making them.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly believe that
General Hershey is a great American,
and that he has done a great service for
his country.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his statement.

TIME TO GET TOUGH WITH
POLLUTERS

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Speaker,
it is time to get tough—really tough—
with the polluters of America’s lakes
and streams.

That is the major thrust of the Nixon
water pollution control measures being
introduced today.

There is a new awareness in the Na-
tion of the need to restore, protect and
preserve our most precious natural re-
source—water. This new awareness must
give rise to effective enforcement of our
pollution control laws. We must fashion
a club that will swing polluters through-
out the country into remedial action.

One of the most serious defects in our
present system of water pollution con-
trol is the delay in taking an individual
polluter to court. It now takes 18 months
or longer to go through all the proce-
dures involved before court action is pos-
sible. The hearing stage is at the root
of the delaying action.

President Nixon would eliminate the
hearing stage and take a case directly
from an enforcement conference to the
courts. I applaud this move. I also favor
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the President’s attempt to give enforce-
ment more clout by empowering the
courts to impose fines of up to $10,000
a day for noncompliance with responsi-
ble water quality standards.

In addition, the President has wisely
recommended that the Secretary of In-
terior be authorized to seek court orders
halting pollution immediately in emer-
gency situations. These would be situa-
tions where severe water pollution con-
stitutes an imminent danger to health
or threatens irreversible damage to
water quality.

We must protect our waters—and the
public—in situations where time does
not permit routine enforcement and
normal court procedures.

I urge that the Congress give full
backing to President Nixon's water pol-
lution control proposals. We must have
large-scale action against polluters of
our lakes and streams.

AN OPPORTUNITY SELDOM PRE-
SENTED TO A NATION

(Mr. KYL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I have joined in
sponsorship of the administration’s en-
vironmental proposals. These bills are
an excellent starting point from which
the Congress can proceed to prepare
broad, coordinated legislation.

I would like to mention some different
connotations of this massive fight against
pollution on one hand and in the devel-
opment of a quality environment on the
other. I believe the high interest in very
basic matters offers us opportunity I
would not like to waste.

I believe that here we have a unifying
force for our Nation which sorely needs
harmony and unification. The motiva-
tions and the problems are so broad that
the subject captures the interest of all
Americans, from the most liberal to the
most conservative—from the most de-
monstrative activist to the most quiet
kind of citizen. Indeed, I believe the po-
tential for unified effort is so great that
only we can destroy the consummation
through injection of partisanship.

Furthermore, if we are to seriously
consider the relationship of man and his
universe, it is inescapable that we will
once again recognize that there are some
basie lasting truths, acceptance of which
can bring new meaning and new purpose
to our lives individually and nationally.

In this context, it may well be that
through environmental discussions we
will find ways of solving other problems.
For instance, my work with problems of
narcotics and dangerous drugs leads me
to believe that most of the young peo-
ple involved are highly intelligent and
very much “involved.” It seems totally
incongruous to me that a bright young
person can become deeply concerned
about the invasion of the human body
by chemicals such as DDT, 2, 4, 5-T and
similar concoctions, and simultaneously
ignore the invasion by LSD, meth-
amphetamines, and so forth.

We have an opportunity seldom pre-
sented to a nation, Let us make the most
of it.
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SETTING EXAMPLES IN RESPONSI-
BLE CITIZENSHIP

(Mr. KUYKENDALL asked and was
given permission to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. KUYKEENDALL. Mr. Speaker, in
the President’s expressed concern about
the quality of our environment, two areas
of responsibility are being brought into
focus. First, the area of our responsi-
bility here in the Congress where legal
action is necessary. And secondly, and
maybe more important, is the area of
voluntary citizen action.

I am not a dedicated viewer of tele-
vision commercials, even though I rec-
ognize their tremendous importance in
our economy, however, I saw one a
few days ago which I wish to commend.

McDonald’s Hamburgers has a tele-
vision commercial of a small boy eating
its product from a small paper sack. At
the end of the commercial, the small boy
very naturally folds the sack and puts it
in his pocket, obviously refraining from
throwing it on the ground.

This commercial was created long be-
fore the President’s message on our en-
vironment and I think it should be an
example as to the type of motivation our
great American companies can give all
of our people with their access to the
powerful media of television.

My congratulations to McDonald's and
its portrayal of a small boy setting an
example in responsible citizenship.

ENDORSING THE CLEAN AIR ACT

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, because
motor vehicles account for such a large
share of the Nation’s air pollution prob-
lem, I am pleased to see that the admin-
istration intends to take decisive action
to deal with this problem.

First, the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare has proposed consider-
ably more stringent motor vehicle emis-
sion standards for 1973 and 1975 models
than those now in effect. The proposed
new standards will sharply lower the
limitations on exhaust emissions of car-
bon monoxide and hydrocarbons. Also,
for the first time, standards will be set
to limit exhaust emissions of nitrogen
oxides and particulate matter.

Second, the President has proposed
that the Clean Air Act be amended to
give the Secretary additional authority
to enforce the motor vehicle pollution
control standards. Under present law,
testing of manufacturers' prototype ve-
hicles is the principal means of insuring
compliance with the standards. This is
a poor system. There is little incentive
for the manufacturers to assure that
emission control performance of produc-
tion models matches that of the certified
prototypes.

The proposed Clean Air Act amend-
ments would rectify this situation by
authorizing the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to test assembly-
line vehicles or require the manufac-
turers to do so and would authorize the
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Department to revoke certificates of con-
formity if those tests show that the ve-
hicles are not in conformity with the
existing standards.

These proposals, if enacted, would be
a major step toward achieving a clean
atmosphere by the end of this decade, a
goal which is supported by all Americans,
I, therefore, endorse the amendments to
the Clean Air Act and will work dili-
gently for their adoption.

IMMEDIATE INJUNCTIVE RELIEF IN
SEVERE WATER POLLUTION
EMERGENCIES

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, a new
awareness and attitude toward pollution
is emerging throughout the Nation,
triggered both by alarming signs on the
environmental horizon, and by persistent
work on the part of Federal and State
enforcement authorities.

But we need to hasten this attitude if
water pollution is to be conquered in
the 1970’s, as President Nixon proposed
in his environmental message to the Con-
gress, because we face emergency situ-
ations almost daily affecting our water-
ways.

One of the President’s proposals to ac-
celerate enforcement asks that the Sec-
retary of the Interior be authorized to
seek immediate injunctive relief in emer-
gency situations in which severe water
pollution constitutes an imminent danger
to health, or threatens irreversible dam-
age to water quality.

A chemica] company, for example, that
is about to discharge a surge of toxic
wastes into a stream; or a city, in situ-
ations such as recently arose in Rich-
mond, Va., and Cleveland, Ohio, could
be stopped by a court injunction pro-
hibiting them from carrying out their in-
tended discharges.

This safeguard for emergency situa-
tions will protect our waters—and the
public—where there is not time for rou-
tine enforcement and court procedures.

We should have had such a provision
written into the Federa] Water Pollution
Control Act long before now.

I urge that this Congress give full back-
ing and support to this proposal.

THE NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE
PROGRAM ON WATER POLLUTION

(Mr. ESHLEMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, if Con-
gress wills it, this country this year will
launch the most comprehensive program
for water pollution control in our his-
tory.

President Nixon set the goals when he
said:

The great question of the seventles 1is,
shall we surrender to our surroundings, or
shall we make our peace with nature and
begin to make reparations for the damage

we have done to our air, our land and our
water.

The President has proposed the legis-
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lative changes that will be needed and
he has asked Congress for the money
that it will take to do the job—$4 billion
during the next 4 years as the Federal
Government’s share in supporting a $10
billion nationwide water cleanup.

This money, Federal, State, and mu-
nicipal, will build 1,500 entirely new
waste treatment plants at cities through-
out our country. Additionally, the money
will bring about the modernization, en-
larging or upgrading of approximately
2,500 existing waste treatment plants.

Experts in the water pollution control
field feel that the $10 billion will bring
the entire municipal waste system of the
Nation up to standard.

In proposing this new financing pro-
gram, President Nixon removed the un-
certainty and doubt that the States and
cities have been operating under in the
past years.

Under his plan the full $4 billion of
Federal funding will be appropriated in
fiscal 1971. Then it will be allocated to
munieipalities at the rate of $1 billion a
Vear over 4 years.

Thus, cities will know definitely and in
advance—this is something they have
never had before—how much Federal
funds will be available over the entire
4-year period. The level of the Federal
authority will not depend on the an-
nual appropriation process.

Mr. Speaker, passage of the President's
program will go a long way toward solv-
ing our Nation's pollution problems.

THE NEED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
FINANCING AUTHORITY

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, the
nationwide campaign to clean up rav-
aged rivers, lakes, and bays seems to be
moving a bit—thanks to the efforts of
this Congress and the major emphasis
the President is placing on this pro-
gram as exemplified by his recent mes-
sage to Congress on the environment,

In his budget message—and again in
more detail in his environmental mes-
sage—the President asked for creation of
an Environmental Financing Authority
as a means of helping finance the waste
treatment plant construction so neces-
sary to this program.

Creation of this authority will assure
that States and localities will be able
to raise their share of sewage treatment
plant costs.

Moreover, EFA will be a self-financing
operation. Its fees will cover administra-
tive costs and will allow for a reserve
buildup.

Mr. Speaker, congressional approval of
EFA is vital if we are to assure financ-
ing for this program so essential to
achievement of a better environment for
all our citizens.

IN SUPPORT OF THE PRESIDENT'S
BILL ON AIR POLLUTION

(Mr. SHRIVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to take this oppor-
tunity to speak in support of the Presi-
dent’s bill on air pollution.

I am particularly pleased that the
President has called for adoption of na-
tional air quality standards.

Every American has the right to clean
air, to be protected against the hazards
and ravages of air pollution. And this
new legislation takes care of that.

The problem of air pollution affects
everyone—rich or poor, young or old,
male or female, city dweller or farmer,
and it cuts across all geographic
boundaries.

The present Federal law sets up pro-
cedures which are slow and cumbersome.
Too much time is taken up just prepar-
ing to control the sources of air pollution.

The President’'s proposals would
shorten and streamline this process. This
saving of time is very important in deal-
ing with a problem that is constantly
growing and worsening.

So I urge every Member of the Con-
gress to support the President on this
new legislation. Our support will help
protect the Nation’s human resources
and the natural environment.

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, one of the main elements of an ef-
fective water pollution control program
is enforcement, and it is high time that
we forged a club that will get the imme-
diate attention of America’s polluters.

The present Federal-State enforce-
ment program has primarily been a mat-
ter of fact gathering and negotiation,
even though legal authority has been
available to force corrective action, in
the public interest.

That is why the principal criticism of
the present law has been the slowness
of the system. For example, Federal en-
forcement proceedings involving some of
the big meatpacking companies along
the Missouri River were started as far
back as 1957.

But some of these companies are only
now getting around to cleaning up their
wastes—wastes that have been polluting
this great river for so many years,

In his environmental message, the
President proposed a seven-point pro-
gram of measures we should adopt now
to enforce water pollution control. And
one which would knife right to the heart
of the matter—to the polluter’s purse-
strings.

As conceived by President Nixon, fail-
ure to meet established water quality
standards or implementation schedules
would subject a polluter to court-im-
posed fines of up to $10,000 per day.

America’s poor record in the past in
pollution abatement makes it clear that
it will take this sort of club against the
country’s polluters to “get their atten-
tion.”

Yes, this is a drastic measure, but 1o
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is a badly needed one. This type of pen-
alty has already given emphasis to many
of the State water pollution control pro-
grams,

These are the kind of attention-getting,
get-tough policies America needs to has-
ten the cleanup of our rivers and water-
ways. We have seen the slow-moving
type of enforcement over the past 14
years.

Let us now see to it that enforcement
quickens its pace in the 1970’s.

WASTING TIME WITH QUORUM
CALLS

(Mr. REES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
afternoon I missed two unimportant and
unnecessary quorum calls. These calls
came after consideration of an omnibus
private claims bill on which final passage
was voted at approximately 4 p.m.

The Democratic Study Group, which
has a membership of about 150 House
Members, had scheduled their monthly
meeting after the omnibus claims bill
vote to discuss important business per-
taining to the next day’s caucus of the
Democratic membership of the House
and also to the Labor-HEW appropria-
tions bill, which is now before the Rules
Committee and is expected to be on the
floor for debate this next Thursday.

The two quorum calls came during our
meeting. Some Members made the calls;
others did not. I personally felt that the
issues we were discussing were impor-
tant enough that I should not take 20 or
30 minutes to walk over to the floor, an-
swer to my name, and walk back to the
meeting, The quorum calls were not tied
to consideraticn of any active bills, as
the Private Calendar was the only mat-
ter being considered and the official ob-
jectors of both parties were present on
the floor.

Mr. Speaker, as one who has been
working for 3 years attempting to de-
velop a meaningful congressional reform
bill, I object to the manner in which
quorum calls are misused. One Member
can, for no reason, interrupt the busi-
ness of 434 other Members of this House,
endlessly if he wishes. I hope that there
is some possible way to avoid this capri-
cious and senseless use of quorum calls
which have little or no relationship to
the important matters which this Con-
gress has at hand. Members of Congress
have far better ways to utilize their time
than by walking back and forth from
their offices or meetings to the House
to signify their presence on the floor, or
only to answer to their names.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, T make a
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair observes
that there are a few Members who still
wish to make unanimous-consent re-
quests. Will fhe gentleman withhold his
point of order?

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I will withhold it,
but I would like to accommodate the
gentleman from California.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ac-
commodated him.
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Mr. GROSS. In the caucus this morn-
ing, Mr. Speaker?
The SPEAKER. The Chair begs par-
don?
Mr. GROSS. In the caucus this morn-
9

’I;he SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today that it adjourn to meet
at 11 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ok-
lahoma?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, what would be the
reason for meeting at 11 a.m., thus end-
ing committee meetings at that time?

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman realizes
that we have a very important appropri-
ation bill which we want to consider and
finish this week. We would like to be
sure that we can finish it this week.

Mr. GROSS. Does not the distinguished
majority leader think that we could dis-
pose of the two bills on the calendar
this afternoon rather expeditiously and
then go to general debate on the ap-
propriation bill at that time, and obviate
the necessity for an 11 o'clock session
tomorrow?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. As I understand, the ap-
propriation bill would not be in order
until tomorrow. Calling the appropria-
tion bill for consideration would not be
in order. Otherwise we would be glad to
do so.

Mr. GROSS. It has been suggested, I
will say to the majority leader, that
unanimous consent might be asked to
take it up this afternoon and start gen-
eral debate.

Mr. ALBERT. I do not see the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee or
the ranking member in the Chamber,
and I would not want to make that re-
quest without consulting them.

Mr. GROSS. The only point I am try-
ing to make—and the gentleman well
understands it, I am sure—is that when
we come in at 11 o’clock in the morning,
that pretty effectively halts action on the
part of all committees.

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor-
rect. May I say, for my part, I always
hesitate to make these requests. We do
have a bill—

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

ABUSE OF PASSPORT
RESTRICTIONS

(Mr., WYMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and to include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of the
areas in which a change in Supreme
Court decision is needed is in the field
of passport regulation. It is wrong to
deny the U.S. Government power to re-
strict individual travel to countries
deemed by our Government to be
unfriendly.

The decision by the High Court that a
citizen’s right to travel is a liberty under
the fifth amendment is clouded in the
situation of American young people
traveling to Communist Cuba since
Castro’s government apparently is ad-
mitting them without visa.

There should be sanctions against
travel contrary to the determinations of
the State Department in the matter of
delicate foreign relations. Recent ac-
counts of the statements and activities
of returnees from Cuba indicate the ex-
tent of the problem arising from working
alongside delegations from North Viet-
nam in the sugar fields of Cuba.

One of the unexplained aspects of all
this is why Canada persists in flaunting
U.S. restrictions by allowing its ports
and its customs officials to permit travel
prohibited in the United States? Cana-
dian-American relations are generally
harmonious, for which we are grateful,
but such Canadian policy strains these
relations severely.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 91-258)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In my State of the Union Message to
The Congress and on other occasions, I
report to The Congress and the American
people on specific aspects of foreign af-
fairs. The Secretary of State also fre-
quently makes reports to the appropriate
committees of The Congress on foreign
affairs, and the Secretary of Defense
must deal with such matters as they re-
late to military programs.

Up to now, however, there has been no
comprehensive report on foreign affairs
submitted to The Congress on behalf of
the Administration as a whole. I am,
therefore, transmitting to The Congress
this report on my Administration’s
stewardship of foreign relations. I hope
the report will lead to a better under-
standing by The Congress and the Amer-
ican people of the spirit in which this
Administration has sought to guide our
foreign affairs, of what has been accom-
plished so far, and of our new approach
to the challenges and opportunities of
the world of the 1970s.

RicHARDp NI1xon.
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PRESIDENT NIXON'S FOREIGN
POLICY
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
in the past we have talked of a “soft
line” and a “hard line” in foreign policy.
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President Nixon’s foreign policy for the
seventies is a peace line—a realistic
strategy for achieving and maintaining
world peace.

I firmly believe that the foreign policy
guidelines laid down by President Nixon
will lead to a safer world. The key to that
safer world, as pointed up by President
Nixon, is erisis prevention in place of at-
tempts at crisis management around the
world.

There will be no return to isolationism
under Nixon policy. Neither will there be
ratification of bureaucratic decisions in
the foreign policy area.

Instead, as the President has stated,
the proper course is for the Commander
in Chief to be presented with and to fully
examine all of the options—and then fo
make his own decisions.

I say that President Nixon's strategy
for peace is a fully realistic foreign po-
licy because it is an extension of his do-
it-yourself policy for Asia, it looks to a
fashioning of stronger regional group-
ings as a vehicle for peace through
strength, it nurtures no illusions regard-
ing Communist purposes, it views Com-
munist nations individually and in terms
of their own special interests rather than
as part of a supposed Communist mon-
olith, it contemplates no withdrawal
from the world since this would only
leave the world open to Communist take-
over, and it sensibly scales down our
general-purpose forces concept from
readiness for two major and one minor
war to one major and one minor conflict.

President Nixon's foreign policy for the
seventies is a way to stay in the world,
not to get out of it.

The underlying theme of it is a will-
ingness to help those who are willing to
help themselves. We must not be in the
front line of every confrontation. Al-
ways there must be a willingness to ne-
gotiate and a basis for negotiation.

The President has laid before the Na-
tion and the world a full and concise ex-
planation of his foreign policy block-
building. No mysteries. Simply a realis-
tic formula for peace built upon three
pillars—partnership among nations,
strength, and willingness to negotiate.

The President’s action in presenting
this foreign policy paper to the Congress
and to the Nation is unprecedented. With
it, the President has taken the people
completely into his confidence. I feel sure
they welcome this sharing.

Mr. Speaker, I include the President’s
U.S. foreign policy for the 1970’s:

U.S. ForeicN PoLicY FOR THE 1970's:

A NEw STRATEGY FOR PEACE
(A report by President Richard Nixon to
the Congress, February 18, 1970)
INTRODUCTION

“A nation needs many qualities, but it
needs faith and confidence above all, Skeptics
do not build societies; the idealists are the
builders. Only socleties that believe in them-
selves can rise to their challenges. Let us not,
then, pose a false choice between meeting
our responsibilities abroad and meeting the
needs of our people at home. We shall meet
both or we shall meet neither.” The Presi-
dent's Remarks at the Air Force Academy
Commencement, June 4, 1969,

When I took office, the most immediate
problem facing our nation was the war in
Vietnam. No question has more occupied our
thoughts and energies during this past year.
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Yet the fundamental task confronting us
was more profound. We could see that the
whole pattern of international politics was
changing. Our challenge was to understand
that change, to define America’s goals for the
next period, and to set in motion policies to
achieve them. For all Americans must under-
stand that because of its strength, its history
and its concern for human dignity, this na-
tion occupies a special place in the world.
Peace and progress are Impossible without
a major American role.

This first annual report on U.S. foreign
policy is more than a record of one year. It
is this Administration’s statement of a new
approach to foreign policy, to match a new
era of international relations.

A new era

The postwar period in international rela-
tlons has ended.

Then, we were the only great power whose
soclety and economy had escaped World War
II's massive destruction. Today, the ravages
of that war have been overcome. Western
Europe and Japan have recovered their eco-
nomic strength, their political vitality, and
their national self-confidence. Once the
recipients of American ald, they have now
begun to share their growing resources with
the developing world. Once almost totally
dependent on American military power, our
European allies now play a greater role in
our common policles, commensurate with
their growlng strength.

Then, new nations were being born, often
in turmoil and uncertainty. Today, these
nations have a new Spirit and a growing
strength of independence. Once, many feared
that they would become simply a battle-
ground of cold-war rivalry and fertile
ground for Communist penetration. But this
fear misjudged their pride in their national
identitles and their determination to pre-
serve their newly won sovereignty.

Then, we were confronted by a monolithic
Communist world. Today, the nature of that
world has changed—the power of individual
Communist nations has grown, but interna-
tional Communist unity has been shattered.
Once a unified bloe, its solidarity has been
broken by the powerful forces of nationalism.
The Soviet Union and Communist China,
once bound by an alllance of friendship, had
become bitter adversaries by the mid-1960's.
The only times the Soviet Union has used the
Red Army slnce World War II have been
agalnst its own allles—In East Germany in
1953, in Hungary in 1056, and in Czecho-
slovakia in 1968, The Marxist dream of in-
ternational Communist unity has disinte-
grated.

Then, the United States had a monopoly
or overwhelming superiority of nuclear
weapons. Today, a revolution in the technol-
ogy of war has altered the nature of the
military balance of power. New types of
weapons present new dangers. Communist
China has acquired thermonuclear weapons.
Both the Soviet Union and the United States
have acquired the ability to infllet unac-
ceptable damage on the other, no matter
which strikes first. There can be no gain and
certainly no victory for the power that pro-
vokes a thermonuclear exchange. Thus, both
sides have recognized a vital mutual interest
in halting the dangerous momentum of the
nuclear arms race.

Then, the slogans formed In the past cen-
tury were the ideological accessories of the
intellectual debate. Today, the “isms"” have
lost their vitality—Indeed the restlessness of
youth on both sides of the dividing line
testifies to the need for a new ldealism and
deeper purposes.

This is the challenge and the opportunity
before America as it enters the 1970's.

The framework for a durable peace

In the first postwar decades, American
energies were absorbed in coping with a cycle
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of recurrent crises, whose fundamental ori-
gins lay in the destruction of World War II
and the tensions attending the emergence of
scores of new nations. Cur opportunity to-
day—and challenge—is to get at the causes
of crises, to take a longer view, and to help
build the international relationships that
will provide the framework of a durable
peace.

I have often reflected on the meaning of
“peace,” and have reached one certain con-
clusion: Peace must be far more than the
absence of war. Peace must provide a durable
structure of international relationships which
inhibits or removes the causes of war. Build-
ing a lasting peace requires a foreign policy
guided by three basic principles:

—Peace requires parinership. Its obliga-
tions, like its benefits, must be shared.
This concept of partnership guides our
relations with all friendly nations.

—Peace requires strength. So long as there
are those who would threaten our vital
Interests and those of our allies with
military force, we must be strong. Amer-
ican weakness could tempt would-be
aggressors to make dangerous miscalcu-
lations. At the same time, our own
strength is important only in relation
to the strength of others. We—like
others—must place high priority on en-
haneing our security through coopera-
tive arms control.

—Peace requires a willingness to negoti-
ate. All nations—and we are no excep-
tion—have Important national interests
to protect. But the most fundamental
interest of all nations les in building
the structure of peace. In partnership
with our allies, secure In our own
strength, we will seek those areas In
which we can agree among ourselves
and with others to accommodate con-
flicts and overcome rivalries. We are
working toward the day when all na-
tions will have a stake in peace, and will
therefore be partners in its maintenance.

Within such a structure, international dis-
putes can be settled and clashes contained,
The insecurity of nations, out of which so
much conflict arises, will be eased, and the
habits of moderation and compromise will
be nurtured. Most important, a durable peace
will give full opportunity to the powerful
forces driving toward economic change and
social justice.

This vision of a peace built on partner-
ship, strength and willingness to negotiate
is the unifying theme of this report. In the
sectlons that follow, the first steps we have
taken during this past year—the policies we
have devised and the programs we have ini-
tiated to realize this vision—are placed in
the context of these three principles.

1. Peace through partnership—The Nizon
doctrine

As I sald in my address of November 3, “We
Americans are a do-it-yourself people—an
impatient people. Instead of teaching some-
one else to do a job, we like to do it our-
selves. This trait has been carried over into
our foreign policy.”

The postwar era of American foreign pol-
fcy began in this vein in 1947 with the
proclamation of the Truman Doctrine and
the Marshall Plan, offering American eco-
nomic and military assistance to countries
threatened by aggression. Our policy held
that democracy and prosperity, buttressed by
American military strength and organized in
a worldwide network of American-led alli-
ances, would Insure stabillty and peace. In
the formative years of the post-war period,
this great effort of international political and
economic reconstruction was a triumph of
American leadership and imagination, es-
pecially in Europe.

For two decades after the end of the Sec-
ond World War, our forelgn policy was guided
by such a vision and inspired by its success.
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The vision was based on the fact that the
United States was the richest and most
stable country, without whose initiative and
resources little security or progress was pos-
sible.

This impulse carrled us through into the
1960's. The United States concelved pro-
grams and ran them. We devised strategies,
and proposed them to our allies. We dis-
cerned dangers, and acted directly to combat
them,

The world has dramatically changed since
the days of the Marshall Plan, We deal now
with a world of stronger allles, a com-
munity of independent developing nations,
and a Communist world still hostile but
now divided.

Others now have the ability and respon-
sibility to deal with local disputes which
once might have required our intervention.
Our contribution and success will depend
not on the frequency of our involvement in
the affairs of others, but on the stamina of
our policies. This is the approach which will
best encourage other natlons to do their
part, and will most genuinely enlist the
support of the American people.

This is the message of the doctrine I an-
nounced at Guam—the “Nixon Doctrine.” Its
central thesis is that the United States will
participate in the defense and development
of allies and friends, but that America can
not—and will not—conceive all the plans,
design all the programs, execute all the de-
cisions and undertake all the defense of the
free nations of the world. We will help where
it makes a real difference and is considered
in our interest.

America cannot live in isolation if it ex-
pects to live in peace. We have no intention
of withdrawing from the world. The only
issue before us is how we can be most effec-
tive in meeting our responsibilities, pro-
tecting our interests, and thereby building
peace.

A more responsible participation by our
foreign friends in their own defense and
progress means a more effective common
effort toward the goals we all seek. Peace
in the world will continue to require us to
maintain our commitments—and we will
As I said at the United Nations, “It is not my
belief that the way to peace is by giving up
our friends or letting down our allies."” But
a more balanced and realistic American role
in the world is essential if American com-
mitments are to be sustained over the
long pull. In my State of the Union Address,
I affirmed that “to insist that other nations
play a role is not a retreat from responsi-
bility; it is a sharing of responsibility.”
This is not a way for America to withdraw
from its indispensable role in the world.
It is a way—the only way—we can carry out
our responsibilities.

It s misleading, moreover, to pose the
fundamental question so largely in terms of
commitments. Our objective, in the first in-
stance, is to support our interests over the
long run with a sound foreign policy. The
more that policy is based on a realistic as-
sessment of our and others’ interests, the
more effective our role in the world can be.
We are not involved in the world because we
have commitments; we have commitments
because we are involved. Our interests
must shape our commitments, rather than
the other way around.

We will view new commitments in the light
of a careful assessment of our own national
interests and those of other countries, of the
specific threats to those interests, and of our
capacity to counter those threats at an ac-
ceptable risk and cost.

We have been gulded by these concepts
during the past year in our dealings with free
nations throughout the world.

—In Europe, our policies embody precisely
the three principles of a durable peace:
partnership, continued strength to de-
fend our common interests when chal-




February 18, 1970

lenged, and willingness to negotiate dif-
ferences with adversaries.

—Here in the Western Hemisphere we seek
to strengthen our special relationship
with our sister republics through a new
program of action for progress in which
all voices are heard and none predomi-
nates.

—In Asia, where the Nixon Doctrine was
enunciated, partnership will have spe-
cial meaning for our policles—as evi-
denced by our strengthened tles with
Japan. Our cooperation with Asian na-
tions will be enhanced as they cooperate
with one another and develop regional
Institutions.

—In Vietnam, we seek a just settlement
which all parties to the conflict, and all
Americans, can support. We are working
closely with the South Vietnamese to
strengthen their ability to defend them-
selves. As South Vietnam grows stronger,
the other side will, we hope, soon realize
that it becomes ever more in their inter-
est to negotiate a just peace.

—In the Middle East, we shall continue
to work with others to establish a pos-
sible framework within which the parties
to the Arab-Israeli conflict can negoti-
ate the complicated and difficult ques-
tions at issue. Others must join us in
recognizing that a settlement will re-
quire sacrifices and restraints by all
concerned.

—Africa, with its historic ties to so many
of our own citizens, must always retain
a significant place in our partnership
with the new nations. Africans will play
the major role in fulfilling their just
aspirations—an end to raciallsm, the
building of new nations, freedom from
outside interference, and cooperative
economic development. But we will add
our efforts to theirs to help realize Afri-
ca's great potential.

—In an ever more interdependent world
economy, American foreign policy will
emphasize the freer flow of capital and
goods between nations. We are proud to
have participated in the successful co-
operative effort which created Speclal
Drawing Rights, a form of international
money which will help insure the stabll-
ity of the monetary structure on which
the continued expansion of trade de-
pends.

—The great effort of economic develop-
ment must engage the cooperation of all
nations. We are carefully studying the
specific goals of our economic assistance
programs and how most effectively to
reach them.

—Unprecedented scientific and techno-
logical advances as well as explosions in
population, communications, and knowl-
edge require new forms of international
cooperation. The United Natlons, the
symbol of international partnership, will
receive our continued strong support as
it marks its 25th Anniversary.

2. America’s strength

The second element of a durable peace
must be America's strength. Peace, we have
learned, cannot be gained by good will alone.

In determining the strength of our de-
fenses, we must make precise and crucial
judgments. We should spend no more than
is necessary. But there is an irreducible mini-
mum of essential military security: for if we
are less strong than necessary, and if the
worst happens, there will be no domestic
society to look after. The magnitude of such
a catastrophe, and the reality of the opposing
military power that could threaten it, present
a risk which requires of any President the
most searching and careful attention to the
state of our defenses.

The changes in the world since 1945 have
altered the context and requirements of our
defense policy. In this area, perhaps more
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than in any other, the need to re-examine
our approaches is urgent and constant.

The last 25 years have seen a revolution in
the nature of military power. In fact, there
has been a serles of transformations—from
the atomic to the thermonuclear weapon,
from the strategic bomber to the interconti-
nental ballistic missile, from the surface
missile to the hardened silo and the missile-
carrying submarine, from the single to the
multiple warhead, and from air defense to
missile defense. We are now entering an era
in which the sophistication and destructive-
ness of weapons present more formidable and
complex issues affecting our strategic posture.

The last 25 years have also seen an im-
portant change in the relative balance of
strategic power. From 1845 to 1949, we were
the only nation in the world possessing an
arsenal of atomic weapons. From 1950 to
1966, we possessed an overwhelming superior-
ity in strategic weapons. From 1967 to 1969,
we retained a significant superiority. Today,
the Soviet Union possesses a powerful and
sophisticated strategic force approaching our
own. We must consider, too, that Communist
China will deploy its own Intercontinental
missiles during the coming decade, intro-
ducing new and complicating factors for our
strategic planning and diplomacy.

In the light of these fateful changes, the
Administration undertook a comprehensive
and far-reaching reconsideration of the
premises and procedures for designing our
forces., We sought—and I belleve we have
achieved—a rational and ccherent formula-
tlon of our defense strategy and require-
ments for the 1970's.

The importance of comprehensive plan-
ning of policy and objective scrutiny of pro-
grams is clear:

—Because of the lead-time in bulilding
new strategic systems, the declsions we
make today substantially determine our
military posture—and thus our secur-
ity—five years from now. This places a
premium on foresight and planning,

—Because the allocation of national re-
sources between defense programs and
other national programs is itself an issue
of policy, it must be considered on a sys-
tematic basis at the early stages of the
national security planning process.

—Because we are a leader of the Atlantic
Alllance, our doctrine and forces are
crucial to the policy and planning of
NATO. The mutual confidence that holds
the allles together depends on under-
standing, agreement, and coordination
among the 15 sovereign nations of the
Treaty.

—Because our security depends not only
on our own strateglc strength, but also
on cooperative efforts to provide greater
security for everyone through arms con-
trol, planning weapons systems and
planning for arms control negotiations
must be closely integrated.

For these reasons, this Administration has
established procedures for the intensive
scrutiny of defense issues in the light of over-
all national priorities. We have re-examined
our strateglc forces; we have reassessed our
general purpoese forces: and we have engaged
in the most painstaking preparation ever
undertaken by the United States Government
for arms control negotiations.

3. Willingness to negotiate—An era of

negotiation

Partnership and strength are two of the
pillars of the structure of a durable peace.
Negotiation is the third. For our commitment
to peace is most convincingly demonstrated
in our willingness to negotiate our points of
difference in a fair and businesslike manner
with the Communist countries.

We are under no illusions. We know that
there are enduring ideological differences. We
are aware of the difficulty in moderating ten-
sions that arise from the clash of national
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interests. These differences will not be dis-
sipated by changes of atmosphere or dissolved
in cordial personal relations between states-
men. They involve strong convictlons and
contrary philosophies, necessities of national
security, and the deep-seated differences of
perspectives formed by geography and history.

The United States, llke any other nation,
has interests of its own, and will defend
those interests. But any nation today must
define its interests with special concern for
the interests of others. If some nations define
thelr security in a manner that means in-
security for other nations, then peace is
threatened and the security of all is dimin-
ished. This obligation is particularly great
for the nuclear superpowers on whose deci~
sions the survival of mankind may well
depend.

The United States is confident that ten-
sions can be eased and the danger of war
reduced by patient and precise efforts to
reconcile conflicting interests on concrete is-
sues, Coexistence demands more than a spirit
of good will. It requires the definition of posi-
tive goals which can be sought and achieved
cooperatively. It requires real progress toward
resolution of specific differences. This is our
objective.

As the Secretary of State said on December
6:

““We will continue to probe every available
opening that offers a prospect for better East-
West relations, for the resolution of prob-
lems large or small, for greater security for
all. In this the United States will continue
to play an active role in concert with our
allies.”

This is the spirit in which the United
States ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty
and entered into negotiation with the Soviet
Union on control of the military use of the
seabeds, on the framework of a settlement in
the Middle East, and on limitation of stra-
tegic arms. This is the basis on which we and
our Atlantic allles have offered to negotiate
on concrete issues affecting the security and
future of Europe, and on which the United
States took steps last year to improve our
relations with nations of Eastern Europe.
This is also the spirit in which we have re-
sumed formal talks in Warsaw with Com-
munist China. No nation need be our per-
manent enemy.

America’s purpose

These policles were conceived as a result
of change, and we know they will be tested
by the change that lles ahead. The world
of 1970 was not predicted a decade ago, and
we can be certaln that the world of 1980
will render many current views obsolete.

The source of America’s historic great-
ness has been our ability to see what had
to be done, and then to do it. I believe
America now has the chance to move the
world closer to a durable peace. And I know
that Americans working with each other and
with other natlons can make our vision
real,

PART I: COUNCIL

THE NATIONAL SECURITY
SYSTEM

If we were to establish a new foreign policy
for the era to come, we had to begin with
a basic restructuring of the process by which
policy is made.

Our fresh purposes demanded new meth-
ods of planning and a more rigorous and
systematic process of policymaking. We re-
guired a system which would summon and
gather the best ideas, the best analyses and
the best information available to the gov-
ernment and the nation.

Efficient procedure does not insure wis-
dom in the substance of policy. But given
the complexity of ocntemporary choices, ade-
quate procedures are an indispensable com-
ponent of the act of judgment. I have long
believed that the most pressing issues are
not necessarily the most fundamental ones;
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we know that an effective American policy
requires clarity of purpose for the future as
well as a procedure for dealing with the
present. We do not want to exhaust our-
selves managing crises; our basic goal is to
shape the future.

At the outset, therefore, I directed that
the National Security Council be reestab-
lished as the principal forum for Presiden-
tial consideration of foreign policy issues.
The revitalized Council—composed by stat-
ute of the President, the Vice President, the
Secretaries of State and Defense, and the
Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness—and its new system of support-
ing groups are designed to respond to the
requirements of leadership in the 1870%:

—Our policy must be ereative: foreign pol-
icy must mean more than reacting to
emergencies; we must fashion a new and
positive vision of a peaceful world, and
design new policles to achieve it.

—~Our policymaking must be systematic:
our actions must be the products of
thorough analysis, forward planning,
and deliberate decision. We must master
problems before they master us.

—We must know the jfacts: intelligent
discussions in the National Security
Council and wise decislons require the
most reliable information available. Dis-
putes in the government have been
caused too often by an Iincomplete
awareness or understanding of the facts.

—We must know the alternatives: we must
know what our real options are and
not simply what compromise has found
bureaucratic acceptance. Every view and
every alternative must have a fair hear-
ing, Presidential leadership is not the
same as ratifying bureaucratic con-
sensus.

—We must be prepared if crises occur:
we must anticipate crises where possi-
ble. If they cannot be prevented, we
must plan for dealing with them. All
the elements of emergency actlon, po-
litical as well as military, must be re-
lated to each other,

—PFinally, we must have effective imple-
mentation: 1t does little good to plan in-
telligently and imaginatively if our de-
cisions are not well carried out.

Creativity: Above all, a foreign policy for
the 1970’s demands imaginative thought. In
a world of onrushing change, we can no
longer rest content with familiar ideas or
assume that the future will be a projection
of the present. If we are to meet both the
peril and the opportunity of change, we re-
quire a clear and positive vision of the world
we seek—and of America's contribution to
bringing it about.

As modern bureaucracy has grown, the
understanding of change and the formula~
tion of new purposes have become more dif-
ficult. Like men, governments find old ways
hard to change and new paths difficult to
discover.

The mandate I have given to the Na-
tional Security Council system, and the over-
riding objective of every policy review un-
dertaken, is to clarify our view of where we
want to be in the next three to five years.
Only then can we ask, and answer, the ques-
tion of how to proceed.

In central areas of policy, we have ar-
ranged our procedure of policymaking so
as to address the broader questions of long-
term objectives first; we define our pur-
poses, and then address the specific opera-
tional issues. In this manner, for example,
the NSC first addressed the basic questions
of the rationale and doctrine of our strategic
posture, and then considered—in the light
of new criterla of strategic sufficlency—our
specific weapons programs and our specific
policy for the negotiations on strategic arms
limitation, We determined that our relation-
ship with Japan for the 1970's and beyond
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had to be founded on our mutual and in-
creasingly collaborative concern for peace
and security in the Far East; we then ad-
dressed the issue of Okinawa's status in the
light of this fundamental objective.

Systematic Planning: American foreign
policy must not be merely the result of a
series of plecemeal tactical decisions forced
by the pressures of events. If our policy is to
embody a coherent vision of the world and
a rational conception of America's interests,
our specific actions must be the products
of rational and deliberate choice. We need
a system which forces consideration of prob-
lems before they become emergencies, which
enables us to make our basic determinations
of purpose before being pressed by events,
and to mesh policles.

The National Securlty Council itself met
37 times in 1969, and considered over a score
of different major problems of national se-
curity. Each Council meeting was the culmi-
nation of an interagency process of sys-
tematic and comprehensive review.

This is how the process works: I assign an
issue to an Interdepartmental Group—
chaired by an Assistant Secretary of State—
for intensive study, asking it to formulate
the policy choices and to analyze the pros
and cons of the different courses of action.
This group’s report is examined by an inter-
agency Review Group of senior officials—
chaired by the Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs—to insure that the
issues, options, and views are presented fully
and falrly. The paper is then presented to
me and the full National Security Council.

Some topics requiring specialized knowl-
edge are handled through different channels
before reaching the National Security Coun-
cil. But the purpose is the same—systematic
review and analysis, bringing together all the
agencies concerned:

—The major issues of defense policy are

treated In systematic and integrated

fashion by the NSC Defense Program Re-

view Committee. This group reviews at
the Under Secretary level the major de-
fense policy and program issues which
have strategie, political, diplomatic, and
economic Iimplications in relation to
overall national priorities.

—Through other NSC interagency groups,
the United States Government has un-
dertaken lts first substantial effort to re-
view all its resource programs within
certain countries on a systematic and
integrated basis, instead of haphazardly
and piecemeal.

Determination of the Facts: Intelligent dis-
cussions and decislons at the highest level
demand the fullest possible information. Too
often in the past, the process of policymak-
ing has been impaired or distorted by in~
complete information, and by disputes in the
government which resulted from the lack of
a common appreciation of the facts, It is an
essential function of the NSC system, there-
fore, to bring together all the agencles of
the government concerned with foreign af-
fairs to elicit, assess, and present to me and
the Council all the pertinent knowledge
available.

Normally NSC Interdepartmental Groups
are assigned this task. But other interagency
groups perform this function for certain spe-
cial toplcs. For example:

—The Verification Panel was formed to
gather the essential facts relating to a
numbpber of important issues of strategic
arms limitation, such as Soviet strategic
capabilities, and our potential means of
verifying compliance with varlous pos-
sible agreements. This Panel was de-
signed not to induce agreement on policy
views, but to establish as firmly as pos-
sible the data on which to base policy
discussions. It helped to resolve many
major policy differences which might
otherwise have been intractable. As the
section on Arms Control in this report
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explains In detail, the Panel played a
central part in making our preparation
for the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
with the Soviet Union the most thorough
in which the U.S. Government has ever
engaged.

—The Vietnam Speclal Studies Group
(V88G) gathers and presents to the
highest levels of the United States Gov-
ernment the fullest and most up-to-date
information on trends and conditions
in the countryside in Vietnam. This
group is of key assistance in our major
and sustained effort to understand the
factors which will determine the course
of Vietnamization.

Full Range of Options: 1 do not believe
that Presidential leadership consists merely
in ratifying a consensus reached among de-
partments and agencies. The President bears
the Constitutional responsibility of making
the judgments and decisions that form our
policy.

The new NSC system is designed to make
certain that clear policy choices reach the
top, so that the varlous positions can be
fully debated in the meeting of the Council.
Differences of view are identified and de-
fended, rather than muted or buried. I re-
fuse to be confronted with a bureaucratic
consensus that leaves me no options but
acceptance or rejection, and that gives me no
way of knowing that alternatives exist.

The NSC system also insures that all
agencies and departments receive a fair
hearing before I make my decisions. All De-
partments concerned with a problem partic-
ipate on the groups that draft and review
the policy papers. They know that their po-
sitions and arguments will reach the Council
without dilution, along with the other al-
ternatives. Counecil meetings are not rubber-
stamp sessions. And as my decisions are
reached they are circulated in writing, so
that all departments concerned are fully
informed of our policy, and so that imple-
mentation can be monitored.

Crisis Planning: Some events in the world
over which we have little control may pro-
duce crises that we cannot prevent, even
though our systematized study forewarns
us of their possibility. But we can be the
masters of events when crises occur, to the
extent that we are able to prepare ourselves
in advance.

For this purpose, we created within the NSC
system a special senior panel known as the
Washington Special Actions Group (WSAG).
This group drafts contingency plans for
possible crises, integrating the political and
military requirements of crisis action. The
action responsibilities of the departments of
the Government are planned in detail, and
specific responsibilities assigned in an agreed
time sequence in advance. While no one can
anticipate exactly the timing and course of a
possible crisis, the WSAG's planning helps
insure that we have asked the right gues-
tions in advance, and thought through the
implications of various responses.

Policy Implementation: The variety and
complexity of foreign policy lssues in to-
day’s world places an enormous premium on
the effective implementation of policy. Just
as our policies are shaped and our programs
formed through a constant process of inter-
agency discussion and debate within the NSC
framework, so the implementation of owur
major policles needs review and coordination
on a continuing basis. This is done by an
interdepartmental committee at the Under
Secretary level chaired by the Under Secre-
tary of State.

Conclusions

There is no textbook prescription for or-
ganizing the machinery of policymaking, and
no procedural formula for making wise de-
cisions. The policles of this Administration
will be judged on their results, not on how
methodically they were made.
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The NSC system is meant to help us ad-
dress the fundamental issues, clarify our
basic purposes, examine all alternatives, and
plan intelligent actions. It is meant to pro-
mote the thoroughness and deliberation
which are essential for an effective American
foreign policy. It gives us the means to bring
to bear the best foresight and insight of
which the nation is capable.

PART II: PARTNERSHIP AND THE NIXON DOCTRINE
Europe

Address by the President to the North At-
lantic Council, April 10, 1969: “I believe we
must build an alliance strong enough to deter
those who would threaten war; close enough
to provide for continuous and far-reaching
consultation; trusting enough to accept a di-
versity of views; realistic enough to deal with
the world as it is; flexible enough to explore
new channels of constructive cooperation.”

The peace of Europe is crucial to the peace
of the world. This truth, a lesson learned at a
terrible cost twice in the Twentieth Century,
is a central principle of United States foreign
policy. For the foreseeable future, Europe
must be the cornerstone of the structure of a
durable peace,

Since 1945, the nations of Western Europe
and North America have built together an
alllance and a mutual respect worthy of the
values and heritage we share. Our partner-
ship is founded not merely on a common per-
ception of common dangers but on a shared
vision of a better world.

It was essential, therefore, that my first
trip abroad as President should be to the
capitals of our Western European allies. It
was time to reaffirm the importance of those
ties, and to strengthen the collaboration with
which we shall develop, together, new policies
for the new issues of the 1970's.

We must adapt to the conditions created by
the past successes of our alliance. European
politics are more fluid, and the issues facing
the alllance are more subtle and profound,
than ever in the past 20 years. These issues
challenge our mastery of each of the three
elements of a durable peace:

—Genuine partnership must increasingly
characterize our alliance. For if we can-
not maintain and develop further such
a relationship with our North Atlantic
allies, the prospects for achieving it with
our other friends and allies around the
world are slim indeed. But the evolu-
tion—past and future—of Europe and
of European-American relations pre-
sents new issues. We must change the
pattern of American predominance, ap-
propriate to the postwar era, to match
the new circumstances of today. We must
extend our joint endeavor into another
dimension of common challenges—bring-
ing Twentieth Century man and his eu-
vironment to terms with one another in
modern industrial societies.

—Jointly with our allies we must maintain
the strength required to defend our com-
mon interests against external dangers,
80 long as those dangers exist, We have
learned to integrate our forces; we now
need better means of harmonizing cur
policies. We need a rational alliance de-
fense posture for the longer term. This
requires a common understanding of the
nature of the dangers today and tomor-
row, and on nuclear and non-nuclear
strategy and forces. We must fashion
common policies for the pursuit of se-
curity through arms control, as well as
through military strength.

—Together with our allies, we must be
prepared to negotiate. The problems and
dangers of the division of Europe persist.
Our assoclation with our friends and
allies in Europe is the starting point from
which we seek to resolve those problems
and cope with those dangers. Our efforts
to pursue genuine relaxation of tensions
beiween East and West will be a test of
the new trans-Atlantic partnership.
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A New and Mature Partnership

I went to Western Europe in February
1969 to reaffirm America’s commitment to
partnership with Europe.

A reaffirmation was sorely needed. We had
to re-establish the principle and practice of
consultation. For too long in the past, the
United States had led without listening,
talked to our allies instead of wiih them,
and informed them of new departures in-
stead of deciding with them. Inspired by the
success of the Marshall Plan, we had taken
such pride in our leadership of the alliance
that we forgot how much even the origin
and success of the Marshall Plan grew from
Eurcpean ideas and European efforts as well
as our own.

After 20 years, the economic prostration,
military weakness, and political instability
in postwar Eurcpe that had required a pre-
dominant American effort were things of the
past. Our common success in rebuilding
Western Europe had restored our allies to
their proper strength and status. It was time
that our own leadership, in its substance
and its manner, took account of this fact.
As I stated to the NATO Council in Brus-
sels on my trip in February 1969:

“The nations of NATO are rich in physical
resources—but they are even richer in their
accumulated wisdom and their experience of
the world today. In fashioning America’s
policies, we need the benefit of that wisdom
and that experience.”

But the issue we face is not simply im-
proved communication. It is the fundamental
question of what shall be the content and
purpose of the European-American relation-
ship in the 1970's. In today’s world, what
kind of an alliance shall we strive to build?

Last April, the North Atlantic Treaty com-
pleted its second decade and began its third.
I stated on that occasion:

“When NATO was founded, the mere fact
of cooperation among the Western nations
was of tremendous significance, both sym-
bolically and substantively. Now the sym-
bol is not enough; we need substance. The
alllance today will be judged by the con-
tent of its cooperation, not merely by its
form.”

The durability of the alliance itself is a
triumph, but also a challenge: It would
be unreasonable to imagine that a structure
and relationship developed in the late 1940's
can remain the same in content and purpose
in the 1870's.

The fundamentals of the relationship are
not in question. The original aims of the
Western Alliance are still our basic pur-
poses: the defense of Western Europe
against common challenges, and ultimately
the creation of a viable and secure European
order.

But what pattern of relations will serve
these objectives best today? There is a nat-
ural tendency to prefer the status quo and
to support established forms and relation-
ships that have served well in the past. But
we can see in 1970 that there is no “status
quo”—the only constant is the inevitability
of change. Evolution within Western Europe
has changed the reglon’s position in th~
world, and therefére its role In the Western
Alliance.

Since 1945, West Germany achieved a
position of mutual respect and partnership
with its Western neighbors. From this recon-
ciliation a larger European entity has de-
veloped, with prospects of further growth.
Americans have welcomed this transforma-
tion and see it as a vindlcation of the his-
toric cholces made twenty years ago. We
contributed, not only by insuring the physi-
cal safety of Western Europe from outside
attack or pressure, and in the early years by
providing economic support, but also by
giving a powerful impetus to the building of
European institutions.

But today, European vitality is more self-
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sustaining. The preponderant American in-
fluence that was a natural consequence of
postwar conditions would be self-defeating
today. For nations which did not share In
the responsibility to make the vital decisions
for their own defense and diplomacy could
retain neither their self-respect nor their
self-assurance.

A more balanced association and a more
genuine partnership are in America’s in-
terest. As this process advances, the balance
of burdens and responsibilities must
gradually be adjusted, to reflect the
economic and political realities of European
progress. Our allies will deserve a voice in
the alliance and its decisions commensurate
with their growing power and contributions.

As we move from dominance to partner-
ship, there is the possibility that some will
see this as a step towards disengagement.
But In the third decade of our commitment
to Europe, the depth of our relationship is
a fact of life. We can no more disengage
from Europe than from Alaska.

We recognize that America’s contribution
will continue to be unigue in certain areas,
such as in maintaining a nuclear deterrent
and & level of involvement sufficient to
balance the powerful military position of
the USSR in Eastern Europe. But we have
no desire to occupy such a position in
Europe that European affairs are not the
province of the sovereign states that con-
duct them.

Intra-European institutions are in flux,
We favor a definitlon by Western Europe of
a distinct identity, for the sake of its own
continued vitality and Independence of
spirit. Our support for the strengthening
and broadening of the European Community
has not diminished. We recognize that our
interests will necessarily be affected by Eu-
rope’s evolution, and we may have to make
sacrifices in the common interest. We con-
sider that the possible economiec price of a
truly unified Europe is outweighed by the
gain in the political vitality of the West as
a whole,

The structure of Western Europe itself—
the organization of its unity—is funda-
mentally the concern of the Europeans. We
cannot unify Europe and we do not believe
that there is only one road to that goal.
When the United States in previous Admin-
istrations turned into an ardent advocate,
it harmed rather than helped progress.

We believe that we can render support to
the process of European coalescence not only
by our role in the North Atlantic Alliance
and by our relationships with European in-
stitutions, but also by our bilateral relations
with the several European countrles. For
many years to come, these relatlons will pro-
vide essential trans-Atlantic bonds; and we
will therefore continue to broaden and
deepen them.

European Defense and Security

In choosing a strategy for our general pur-
pose forces for the 1970's, we decided to
continue our support for the present NATO
strategy. And the Secretary of State and the
Secretary of Defense announced at the
NATO Council meeting in December that
we would maintain current U.S. troop levels
in Europe at least through mid-1871.

At the same time, we recognized that we
must use this time to conduct a thorough
study of our strategy for the defense of
Western Europe, including a full and can-
did exchange of views with our allies.

The need for this study is based on sev-
eral considerations:

First, at the beginning of the last decade
the United States possessed overwhelming
nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union.
However, that superiority has been reduced
by the growth In Soviet strateglc forces dur-
ing the 1960's. As I point out elsewhere, the
prospect for the 1970's is that the Soviets will
possess strategic forces approaching and in
some categories exceeding our own.
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This fundamental change In the strategic
balance raises important questions ahbout
the relative role of strategic nuclear forces,
conventional forces, and tactical nuclear
weapons.

Becond, there are several views among
Western strategists concerning the answers
to several key questions:

—What Is a realistic assessment of the
military threats to Western Europe that
should be used as the basis for Allled
strategic and force structure planning?

—TFor how long could NATO sustain a con-
wventional forward defense against a de-
termined Warsaw Pact attack?

—Beyond their value as a deterrent to war,
how should our tactical nuciear weapons
in Europe be used to counter specific
Warsaw Pact military threats?

—How does the contemplated use of tac-
tical nuclear weapons affect the size,
equipment and deployment of Allied con-
ventional forces?

Third, even though the NATO Allies have
reached agreement on the strategy of flexible
response, there are disagreements about the
burdens that should be borne by the several
partners in providing the forces and other
resources required by that strategy. Further,
questions have been raised concerning wheth-
er, for example, our logistics support, the
disposition of our forces in Europe, and our
airlift and sealift capabilities are sufficlent
to meet the needs of the existing strategy.

These questions must be addressed in full
consultation with our allies. This is the proc-
ess we have followed in the preparations for
and conduct of the strategic arms limitation
talks with the Soviet Union, We are con-
sulting our allies closely at every stage, not
on a take-it-or-leave-it basis but by seeking
their advice on the whole range of options
we have under consideration.

In assessing our common security, we must
not be satisfled with formal agreements which
paper over dissimilar views on fundamental
issues or with language that is acceptable
precisely because it permits widely divergent
interpretations. Disagreements must be faced
openly and thelr bases carefully explored.
Because our security Is inseparable, we can
afford the most candid exchange of views.

In the past year, in the NATO Nuclear
Planning Group, where the Secretary of De-
fense represents this government, the allies
have taken significant steps to explore the
principal problems of defining a cemmon po-
litical rationale for the resort to tactical nu-
clear weapons. The completion of this process
in close collaboration with all of our allles,
including those possessing national nuclear
capabilities, will be a major contribution to
the credible defense of Europe.

The forging of a common understanding
on basic security issues will materially im-
prove our abllity to deal sensibly and realisti-
cally with the opportunities and pressures for
change that we face, Including suggestions
in this country for substantial reductions of
U.S. troop levels in Europe and the possibility
that balanced force reductions could become
a subject of East-West discussions.

An Era of Negotlation in Europe

Our assoclation with Western Europe is
fundamental to the resolution of the prob-
lems caused by the unnatural division of
the continent. We recognize that the reunion
of Europe will come about not from one
Spectacular negotiation, but from an ex-
tended historical process.

We must be under no illusion about th-
difficulties. As I remarked last April, ad-
dressing the NATO Council in Washington:

“It is not enough to talk of relaxing ten-
sion, unless we keep in mind the fact that
20 years of tension were not caused by super-
ficial misunderstandings. A change of mood
is useful only if it reflects some change of
mind about political purpose.

“It is not enough to talk of European se-
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curity in the abstract. We must know the
elements of Insecurity and how to remove
them. Conferences are useful if they deal
with concrete lssues, which means they
must, of course, be carefully prepared.”

The division of Europe gives rise to a
number of interrelated issues—the division
of Germany, access to Berlin, the level of
military forces on both sides of the line, the
barriers to economiec and cultural relations,
and other issues. We are prepared to nego-
tiate on these issues, in any suitable forum.

We have already joined with the three
allies Involved—the United Kingdom, France
and the Federal Republic of Germany—in
suggesting to the Soviet Union that an at-
tempt should be made to improve the situa-
tion regarding Berlin. Even if progress on
broader issues cannot soon be made, the
elimination of recurrent crises around Ber-
lin would be desirable.

Our German ally has also undertaken
steps to seek a normalization of its relations
with its Eastern neighbors. Since the prob-
lem of Germany remains the key to East-
West problems in Europe, we would welcome
such a normalization. Just as the postwar
era has ended in Western Europe, it is our
hope that a more satisfactory and enduring
order will come into being in the center of
the continent.

Within NATO, meanwhile, we have joined
with our allies in canvassing other issues
that might offer prospects for fruitful nego-
tiation, including the possibility of reclprocal
adjustments in the military forces on both
sides of the present demarcation line in
Europe.

There is no dearth of subjects to negotiate,
But there is no one way to go about it or
any preferable forum. Relations between
East and West must be dealt with on several
levels and it would be wrong to believe that
one single grand conference can encompass
all existing relationships.

High on the agenda of the Western Alli-
ance is8 the complex responsibility of inte-
grating our individual and collective efforts,
Together with our allles we shall seek to
answer these questions: Should we consider
the relaxation of tensions In terms of an
overall settlement between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact? Or is there scope for a series of
bilateral efforts? What are the limits of
bilateral efforts and how can they be related
to the NATO system of consultations? What
would be the contribution of a unified West-
ern Europe?

Last April 10, in my talk at the Twentieth
Anniversary Celebration of NATO, I stated
this problem as follows:

“Up to now, our discussions [with NATO]
have mainly had to do with tactics—ways
and means of carrying out the provisions of
a treaty drawn a generation ago. We have dis-
cussed clauses in proposed treaties; in the
negotiations to come, we must go beyond
these to the processes which these future
treaties will set in motion. We must shake
off our preoccupation with formal structure
to bring into focus a common world view.”

Without such a general understanding on
the issues and our respective roles, we run
a risk of failures and frustrations which have
nothing to do with the intentions of the
principals, but which could result from start-
ing a sequence of events that gets out of
control.

In the last analysls, progress does not de-
pend on us and our allies alone. The pros-
pects for durable agreement also involve the
attitudes, interests, and policies of the So-
viet Union and their allies in Eastern Europe.
Ultimately, a workable system of securlty
embracing all of Europe will require a will-
ingness on the part of the Soviet Union to
normalize its own relations with Eastern
Europe—to recover from its anachronistic
fear of Germany, and to recognize that its
own security and the stability of Central
Europe can best be served by a structure of
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reconciliation. Only then will an era of
negotiation in Eurcope culminate in an era of
peace.

A New Dimension

The common concerns and purposes of
the Western allies reach beyond the mili-
tary and political dimensions of traditional
alliances.

Article 2 of the North Atlantic Treaty an-
ticipated these further dimensions of part-
nership by pledging the allies to “strength-
ening their free institutions, . . , promot-
ing conditions of stability and well-being,"
and “encourag[ing] economic collabora-
tion.” These are not goals limited to the
Treaty area. They go beyond partnership
among allles, milltary security, and negotia-
tions with adversaries. As I said last April,
on NATO's twentieth anniversary, the re-
lationship of Europe and the United States
“also needs a social dimension to deal with
our concern for the quality of life in this
last third of the Twentieth Century.”

At America's initiative, the alliance created
in 1969 a Committee on the Challenges of
Modern Society—to pool our skills, our in-
tellects, and our inventiveness in finding
new ways to use technology to enhance our
environments, and not to destroy them, For
as I said last April:

“The Western nations share common
ideals and a common heritage. We are all
advanced socleties, sharing the benefits and
the gathering torments of a rapidly ad-
vanced industrial technology. The industrial
nations share no challenge more urgent than
that of bringing 20th century man and his
environment to terms with one another—
of making the world fit for man and helping
man to learn how to remain in harmony
with the rapidly changing world.”

If this view was not at first uniformly held
among the Allled nations, it emerged with
increasing strength as the matter was con-
sidered—evidence both of the validity of the
proposition, and of the lessons learned and
skills acquired in the course of two decades
of intensive and detalled consultation and
cooperation,

Environmental problems are secondary ef-
fects of technological change; international
environmental cooperation is therefore an
essential requirement of our age. This has
now begun in the Committee on the Chal-
lenges of Modern Soclety. We have estab-
lished a procedure whereby individual na-
tions offer to “pilot” studies in a specific area
and are responsible for making recommenda-
tions for action. Eight projects have been
agreed upon. These are road safety, disaster
relief, air pollution, sea pollution, inland
water pollution, scientific knowledge and
governmental decision-making, group and
individual motivation, and regional plan-
ning. The United States is pilot nation for
the first three of these.

A provision of the charter of the Commit-
tee on the Challenges of Modern BSoclety
looks to expanding the number of nations
involved in these efforts, and to the support
of similar undertakings in other interna-
tlonal organizations such as the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, the Economic Commission for Europe,
and the United Nations, which is holding a
worldwide conference on environmental
problems in 1972. We see this new dimension
of international cooperation as an urgent
and positive area of work. Cooperative re-
search, technological exchange, educatlon,
institution building, and international regu-
latory agreements are all required to reverse
the trend toward pollution of our planet’s
environment within this eritlical decade.

Agenda for the Future

The agenda for the future of American
relations with Europe is implicit in the state-
ment of the issues we face together:

—The evolution of a mature partnership

reflecting the vitality and the independ-
ence of Western European natlons;
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—+the continuation of genuine consulta-
tion with our allles on the nature of the
threats to alliance security, on mainte-
nance of a common and credible strat-
egy, and on an appropriate and sustain-
able level of forces;

—+the continuation of genuine consulta-
tions with our allies on the mutual in-
terests affected by the U.S.-Soviet talks
on strategic arms limitation;

—the development of a European-Ameri-
can understanding on our common pur-
poses and respective roles in seeking a
peaceful and stable order in all of
Europe;

—the expansion of allied and worldwide
cooperation in facing the common so-
cial and human challenges of modern
socleties.

In 1969, the United States and its allles
discussed most of these issues—some in the
context of new proposals, but most of them
in the form of new questions, These questions
will not be answered in a year, As I sald last
February in Brussels, “They deal with the
vast sweep of history, they need the most
thorough deliberations.” The deliberations
will continue; we have the chance today to
build a tomorrow worthy of our common
heritage.

Western Hemisphere

The President’s remarks at the Annual
Meeting of the Inter-American Press As-
sociation, Washington, October 31, 1969:
“Understandably, perhaps, a feeling has
arisen in many Latin American quarters
that the United States ‘no longer cares.’

“My answer to that is simple.

“We do care. I care. I have visited most of
your countries. I have met most of your
leaders. I have talked with your people. I
have seen your great needs, as well as your
great achlevements.

“And I know this, in my heart as well as
in my mind: if peace and freedom are to
endure in the world, there 1s no task more
urgent than lifting up the hungry and the
helpless, and putting flesh on the dreams of
those who yearn for a better life.”

The Setting

This concern which I expressed last year
is central to our policles in the Western
Hemisphere. Our relationship with our sister
republics has special relevance for this Ad-
ministration’s general approach to foreign
relations. We must be able to forge a con-
structive relationship with nations histori-
cally linked to us if we are to do so with
nations more removed.

A new spirit and a new approach were
needed to pursue this objective in the Amer-
icas. It meant recalling our special relation-
ship but changing our attitude to accom-
modate the forces of change. And it meant
translating our new attitude into an action
program for progress that offers cooperative
action rather than paternal promises and
panaceas.

Throughout our history we have accorded
the other American nations a special place
in our foreign policy. This unique relation-
ship is rooted in geography, in a common
Western heritage and in a shared historical
experience of Independence born through
revolution.

This relationship has evolved over time.
Our long and close political and economic
association, and our articulation of the con-
cept of hemispheric community, have been
self-fulfilling: it is now a political and
psychological fact that the relations between
the United States and Latin America have a
special meaning for us both. We share a
concept of hemispheric community, as well as
& web of treaties, commitments and organiza-
tions that deserves the name of an Inter-
American System.

But the character of that relationship has
not been immune to the upheavals and
transformations of past decades. Indeed, the
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continuing challenge throughout this hemi-
sphere’s history has been how to redefine
and readjust this special relationship to meet
changed circumstances, new settings, dif-
ferent problems.

That challenge is all the more compelling
today.

Forces of Change

The powerful tides of change that have
transformed the world since the Second
World War have also swept through the West-
ern Hemisphere, particularly in the 1960's.
They have altered the nature of our relation-
ship, and the expectations and obligations
that flow from it.

When this Adminlstration took office, it
was evident that United States policies and
programs had not kept pace with these fun-
damental changes. The state of the hemi-
sphere and of our relationship was satisfy-
ing neither to North nor South Americans:

—Our power overshadowed the formal re-
lationship of equality and even our re-
strained use of this power was not
wholly reassuring. As a result, tension
between us grew.

—Too many of our development programs
were made for our neighbors instead of
with them. This directive and tutorial
style clashed with the growing self-as-
sertiveness and nationalism of the other
Western Hemisphere nations.

—Development problems had become more
intense and complex; exploding popula-
tion growth and accelerating urbaniza-
tion added to social stress; frustrations
were rising as expectations outstripped
accomplishments.

—Political and soclal instability were
therefore on the rise. Political radicallsm
increased, as well as the resort to violence
and the temptation to turn to authori-
tarian methods to handle internal prob-
lems.

—Natlonalism was taking on anti-U.S.
overtones.

—~Other Western Hemisphere nations seri-
ously questioned whether our assistance,
trade and investment policies would
match the realities of the 1970’s.

Toward a policy for the 1970's

From the outset, the Administration rec-
ognized the need to redefine the speclal con-
cern of the United States for the nations of
the hemisphere. We were determined to re-
flect the forces of change in our approach
and in our actions.

We approached this task in two phases:
First, we sought to appraise the state of the
hemisphere, to analyze the problems that
existed, and to determine fundamental pol-
icy objectives; then, we expressed our con-
clusions in specific policies and programs,

To get a fresh perspective, early in my
Administration I asked Governor Nelson A.
Rockefeller to undertake a fact-finding mis-
sion throughout the region. His conclusions
and recommendations, together with other
government studies, were intensively re-
viewed by the NSC during the summer and
early fall. This review addressed some of the
basic questions: whether we should con-
tinue to have a “special relationship;” if so,
what Its essential purpose and substance
ought to be and how best to achleve it.

We concluded that:

—A"“special relationship” with ILatin
America has existed historically, and
there are compelling reasons to main-
tain and strengthen our tles.

—The goal of such a relationship today
should be to create a community of in-
dependent, self-reliant states linked to-
gether in a vital and useful assoclation.

—TUnited States assistance to its neighbors
is an essential part of that relationship.

—The United States should contribute,
not dominate. We alone cannot assure
the responsibility for the economic and
soclal development of other nations. This
is a process deeply rooted in each na-
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tion’s history and evolution. Respon-
sibility has to be shared for progress to
be real.

—For the 70's, we therefore had to shape

a relationship that would encourage
other nations to help themselves. As
elsewhere in the world, our basic role
is to persuade and supplement, not to
prescribe. Each nation must be true to
its own character.

On October 31, I proposed a new partner-
ship in the Americas to reflect these con-
cepts, a partnership in which all volces are
heard and none is predominant. I outlined
the five basic principles governing this new
approach:

“First, a firm commitment to the inter-
American system, to the compacts which
bind us in that system—as exemplified by
the Organization of American States and by
the principles so nobly set forth in its char-
ter.

“Second, respect for national identity and
national dignity, in a partnership in which
rights and responsibilities are shared by a
community of independent states.

“Third, a firm commitment to continued
United States assistance for hemispheric de-
velopments.

“Fourth, a bellef that the principal future
pattern of this assistance must be U.S. sup-
port for Latin American initiatives, and that
this can best be achieved on a multilateral
basis within the inter-American system.

“Finally, a dedication to improve the qual-~
ity of life in this new world of ours—to
making people the center of our concerns,
and to helping meet their economic, social
and human needs.”

In this speech we also began laying the
foundations of an action program for prog-
ress. These are actions that reflect our new
approach of enabling other Western Hemi-
sphere nations to help themselves. And they
are actions that can realistically be imple-
mented. I refused to propose grandiose spend-
ing programs that had no prospect of Con-
gressional approval, or to make promises that
could not be fulfilled.

A less than realistic approach would have
blunted our partners' semse of participation
and generated false hopes. The time for de-
pendency and sl was over. The time
for partnership and action was at hand.

ACTION

We are shaping programs together with the
other nations of the Western Hemisphere,
not devising them on our own. And where
we once relled on bilateral exchanges, we are
turning more to multilateral groups.

One of the principal cooperative forums
is the Inter-American Economic and Soclal
Council, the economic and development
channel of the Organization for Ameriean
States. Shortly after my speech, and again
early this year, this body met to consider
our proposals and those of our friends. In
these continuing meetings and in other mul-
tilateral exchanges we are putting forward
our suggestions for give-and-take discussions.

We have made realistic actlon proposals
to meet specific objectives:

—Share Responsibility. To insure that the
shaping of the Western Hemisphere's
future reflects the will of the other na-
tlons of this hemisphere, I afirmed the
need for a fundamental change in the
way we manage development assistance.
I that the nations of the hemi-
sphere evolve an effective multilateral
mechanism for bilateral assistance. The
precise form this takes will be worked
out with our partners. IA-ECOSOC has
directed the Inter-American Committee
for the Alllance for Progress (CIAP)
and the Inter-American Bank to explore
ways to increase their participation in
development decisions. The goal is to
enable the other Western Hemisphere
nations to assume a primary role In
setting priorities within the hemisphere,
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developing realistic programs and keep-
ing their own performance under criti-
cal review. To demonstrate United States
interest in improving and strengthening
our multilateral institutions, I author-
ized financial support—totaling 23 mil-
lion in grant funds—to strengthen the
activities of CIAP and the Inter-Amer-
ifcan Bank. I also authorized our rep-
resentatives to agree to submit to CIAP,
for its review, United States economic
and financial programs as they affect
the other nations of the hemisphere.
Similar reviews are made of the other
hemisphere countries’ policies, but the
United States had not, prior to this de-
cision, opened its policies to such a
consultation. A
— Trade. To help other estern

Szl?iag;‘fsphare nations to increase their ex-
port earnings and thus contribute to
balanced development and economic
growth, I have committed the United
States to a program which would help
these countries lmprove their access 10
the expanding markets of the indus-
trialized world:
The U.S. will press for a liberal system of
generalized tariff preferences for all de-
veloping countries. We are working
toward a system that would eliminate
diseriminations against South American
exports that exist in other countries.
Through the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development and the
United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development, we are pressing other de-
veloped nations to recognize the need
for a genuinely progressive tariff pref-

system.

;r:;:_gmﬁ;ted the U.S. to lead an effort to
reduce non-tariff barriers to trade main-
tained by nearly all industrialized coun-
tries. We seek to lead a concerted multi-
lateral reduction in non-tariff barriers
on products of major interest to South
Amerlca (taking advantage of the work
going on in the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade.
I pledged to support increased techni-
cal and financial assistance to promote
Latin American trade expansion.
I promised to support the establishment
within the Inter-American system of reg-
ular procedures for advance consulta-
tions on all trade matters, and we pro-
posed specific mechanisms for this pur-
pose. In early February, IA-ECOSOC
agreed to establish a standing special
committee which will meet regularly for
consultation on mutual economic prob-
lems, including trade and development.

—Ease AID restrictions, To make develop-
ment assistance more helpful and effec-
tive, we are taking several actions:
I ordered that from November 1, all loan
dollars sent to Latin America under ATD
be freed to allow purchases not only in
the U.S. but anywhere in Latin America.
This partial “untying” of our assistance
loans removed restrictions that had bur-
dened borrowers and promised to provide
an Incentive for industrial development
in its region.
We have removed a number of other pro-
cedural restrictions on the use of AID
funds. We eliminated, for example, the
requirements under which recipient
countries were forced to import U.S.
goods they would not have imported un-
der normal trade conditions—the “addi-
tionality" provision.
The Peterson Task Force (which is study-
ing our overall assistance Programs) 1s
reviewing other procedural and admini-
strative restrictions. We aim to stream-
line our lending and make it more effec-
tive.

—Assure Special Representation. To reflect
our special concern for this region, I pro-
posed establishing the position of Under
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Secretary of State for Western Hemis-
phere Affairs. The new Under Secretary
will be given authority to coordinate all
of our activities in this reglon. On De-
cember 20 the Secretary of State sub-
mitted implementing legislation to Con-
gress.

—Support Regionalism. To encourage re-
gional cooperation we have offered to
support economic integration efforts. We
have reiterated our offer of financial as-
sistance to the Central American Com-
mon Market, the Carlbbean Free Trade
Area, the Andean Group and to an
eventual Latin American Common
Market.

—Ease Debt Burdens. To help nations
heavily burdened by large debts and
their servicing we have urged the Inter-
American Committee for the Alliance
for Progress (CIAP) to join us in ap-
proaching other creditor nations and
international lending agencies to study
these problems. In February the IA-
ECOSOC authorized CIAP to proceed
along this line. As members of CIAP we
have offered our full cooperation and ex-
pressed our willingness to join in an ap-
proach to other creditor nations.

—~Share Science and Technology. To help
turn science to the service of the hemi-
sphere:

We will contribute to the support and fi-
naneing of initiatives in these fields, in-
cluding research and development, re-
glonal training centers, and transfer of
technology.

We are developing a program for train-
ing and orientation of Latin American
specialists in the field of scientific and
technical information.

The OAS will sponsor a conference next
year on the application of sclence and
technology to Latin America,

This is the beginning of action for prog-

ress. But it is only a beginning. There is a
long way to go.

Agenda for the Future

During the 1970's the nations of this hemi-
sphera will continue to experience pro-
found change In their socleties and institu-
tions. Aspirations rise while the intensity
and complexity of social and economic prob-
lems increase, and most American govern-
ments must straddle the widening gap be-
tween demands and resources. If these gov-
ernments cannot find greater resources, their
prospects for solving their problems through
rational policles will fade. The results will
be more instability, more political radical-
ism, more of the wrong kind of nationalism.

This is the dilemma which the hemisphere
faces in the 1970’s. It prompted the efforts
made by the hemisphere nations to forge
new development and trade policies in the
series of meetings of the Inter-American
Economic and Social Council during the lat-
ter half of 1960. Against this backdrop our
friends will seek our cooperation, judge the
credibllity of our words, and measure the
value of our actions.

In practical terms, we shall confront in-
creased pressures:

—For capital resources to finance devel-
opment and reform. We shall have to
find ways to achieve adequate levels of
resources, to use them more effectively
and to transfer them through improved
institutions and channels. We believe
we can meet these needs through part-
nership, with shared responsibility for
development decisions and major ef-
forts by the United States and other
developed nations.

—For growing markets to expand erports.
We shall have to face frankly the con-
tradictions we will find between our
broader foreign policy interests and our
more particular domestic interests.
Unless we can demonstrate to our sister
nations evidence of our sincerity and of
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our help in this area while recognizing
practical constraints, we cannot achieve
the effective partnership we seek. A lib-
eral trade policy that can support devel-
opment is necessary to sustain a har-
monious hemispheric system.

—Against foreign investments. Foreign in-
vestments are the most exposed targets
of frustration, irrational politics, mis-
guided nationalism. Their potential for
mutual benefits will only be realized
through mutual perception and tact.
The nations of this hemisphere must
work out arrangements which can at-
tract the needed technical and financial
resources of foreign Investment. For
their part, investors must recognize the
natlonal sensitivities and political needs
of the 1970's, There is no more delicate
task than finding new modes which per-
mit the flow of needed investment capi-
tal without a challenge to national pride
and prerogative.

There will be political and diplomatic
pressures as well. The Inter-American com-
munity will have to consider:

—how to maintain peace In the face of

border disputes and neighbors' guarrels;

—how to meet the problems of subversive
threats to Internal security and order;

—how to handle legitimate desires to
modernize security forces without start-
ing arms races;

—how to view internal political instabili-
ties and extra-legal changes of govern-
ment among us.

In both the development and security
sphere we shall have to adapt the formali-
tles of the inter-American system to rapidly
changing realities. An amended OAS charter
will very soon take effect, We shall need to
work to enhance the effectiveness of its con-
stituent organizations. Above all, our speclal
partnership must accommodate the desire
of the Latin Americans to consult among
themselves and formulate positions which
they can then discuss with us.

Within the broad commonality of our re-
lationship, there Is great diversity. In a
period of such profound soclal and cultural
change, emerging domestic structures will
differ by country, reflecting various histori-
cal roots, particular contexts, and national
priorities. We can anticipate different inter-
pretations of reality, different conceptions
of self-interest and different conclusions on
how to resolve problems.

The United States must comprehend these
phenomena. We must recognize national in-
terests may indeed diverge from ours rather
than merge. Our joint task is to construct
a community of institutions and interests
broad and resilient enough to accommodate
our national divergencies. It is In this con-
text that we are giving intensive study to
uovernor Rockefeller's recommendations for
additional actions.

Our concepts of future American relations
must thus be grounded in differences as well
as similarities. Our mandate is to produce
creativity from diversity. Our challenge is the
vision I painted in my October 31 speech:

“Today, we share an historic opportunity.

“As we look together down the closing
decades of this century, we see tasks that
summon the very best that is in us, But those
tasks are difficult precisely because they do
mean the difference between despair and ful-
fillment for most of the 600 million people
who will live in Latin America by the year
2000. Those lives are our challenge. Those
lives are our hope. And we could ask no
prouder reward than to have our efforts
crowned by peace, prosperity and dignity in
the lives of those 600 million human beings,
each so precious and each S50 unique—our
children and our legacy.”

Asia and the Pacific

Statement by the President at Bangkok,
Thalland, July 28, 1969: “What we seek for
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Asla is a community of free nations able to
go their own way and seek their own destiny
with whatever cooperation we can provide—
a community of independent Asian countries,
each maintaining its own traditions and yet
each developing through mutual coopera-
tion. In such an arrangement, we stand
ready to play a responsible role in accord-
ance with our commitments and basic in-
terests.”

Three times in a single generation, Ameri-
cans have been called upon to cross the Pa-
cific and fight in Asia, No region of the
world has more engaged our energies in the
postwar period. No continent has changed
more rapidly or with greater complexity since
World War II. Nowhere has the fallure to
create peace been more costly or led to
greater sacrifice.

America’s Aslan policy for the 1970's must
be based on the lessons of this sacrifice. Does
it mean that the United States should with-
draw from Asian affairs? If not, does it mean
that we are condemned to a recurring cycle
of crisis and war in a changing setting be-
yond the understanding or influence of out-
siders?

Our answers to theze questions provide the
concepts behind this Administration's ap-
proach to Asia.

First, we remain involved in Asia. We are
a Pacific power. We have learned that peace
for us is much less likely if there is no peace
in Asia.

Second, behind the headlines of strife and
turmoil, the fact remains that no region
contains a greater diversity of vital and
gifted peoples, and thus a greater potential
for cooperative enterprises. Constructive na-
tionalism and economic progress since World
‘War IT have strengthened the new nations of
Asia internally. A growing sense of Asian
identity and concrete action toward Asian
cooperation are creating a new and healthy
pattern of international relationships in the
region. Our Asian friends, especially Japan,
are in a position to shoulder larger responsi-
bilitles for the peaceful progress of the area.
Thus, despite its troubled past, Asia’s future
is rich in promise. That promise has been
nurtured in part by America’s participation.

Third, while we will maintain our interests
in Asia and the commitments that flow from
them, the changes taking place in that re-
gion enable us to change the character of our
involvement. The responsibilities once borne
by the United States at such great cost can
now be shared. America can be effective in
helping the peoples of Asia harness the forces
of change to peaceful progress, and In sup-
porting them as they defend themselves from
those who would subvert this process and
fling Asia again into confiict.

Our friends in Asia have understood and
welcomed our concept of our role in that
continent. Those with whom the Vice Presi-
dent, the Secretary of State and I spoke
during our visits there agreed that this was
the most effective way in which we can work
together to meet the military challenges and
economic opportunities of the new Asia.

Our new cooperative relationship concerns
primarily two areas of challenge—military
threats, and the great task of development.

DEFENSE

Our important interests and those of our
friends are still threatened by those nations
which would exploit change and which pro-
claim hostility to the United States as one of
the fundamental tenets of their policies. We
do not assume that these nations will always
remain hostile, and will work toward im-
proved relationship wherever possible. But
we will not underestimate any threat to us
or our allies, nor lightly base our present
policies on untested assumptions about the
future,

At the beginning of my trip last summer
through Asia, I described at Guam the prin-
ciples that underlie our cooperative approach
to the defense of our common interests. In
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my speech on November 3, I summarized key
elements of this approach.

—The United States will keep all its treaty
commitments,

—We shall provide a shield if a nuclear
power threatens the freedom of a nation
allied with us, or of a nation whose sur-
vival we consider vital to our security
and the security of the region as a whole.

—In cases involving other types of ag-
gression we shall furnish military and
economic assistance when requested and
as appropriate. But we shall look to the
natlion directly threatened to assume the
primary responsibllity of providing the
manpower for its defense.

This approach requires our commitment to
helping our partners develop their own
strength. In doing so, we must strike a care-
ful balance If we do too little to help them—
and erode their belief in our commitments—
they may lose the necessary will to conduct
their own self-defense or become disheart-
ened about prospects of development. Yet, if
we do too much, and American forces do
what local forces can and should be doing,
we promote dependence rather than inde-
pendence.

In providing for a more responsible role
for Asian nations in their own defense, the
Nixon Doctrine means not only a more effec-
tive use of common resources, but also an
American policy which can best be sustained
over the long run.

ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL PARTNERSHIP

The partnership we seek involves not only
defense. Its ultimate goal must be equally
close cooperation over a much broader range
of concerns—economic as well as political
and military. For in that close cooperation
with our Asian friends lies our mutual com-
mitment to peace in Asia and the world.

Our goal must be particularly close co-
operation for economic development. Here,
too, our most effective contribution will be
to support Asian initiatives in an Asian
framework.

Our partnership will rest on the solid basis
of Asia's own wealth of human and material
resources. Acting jointly, its peoples offer
each other a wide range of energy and
genius, Thelr benefits shared, its land and
products can overcome the unmet needs
which have often sparked conflict. Already,
the Republics of Korea and China, Thalland,
Singapore and Malaysia can show a doubling
of their gross national product in the last
decade. Korea’s annual growth rate of 15 per
cent may be the highest in the world; the
Republic of China, no longer an economic
ald recipient, now conducts a technical as-
sistance program of its own in 27 other
countries.

Thus, the potential for cooperation among
Asian countries is strong, and progress is
already apparent, New multi-national organi-
zations are sharing agricultural and techni-
cal skills. When the war in Vietnam is ended,
reconstruction can be carried out in a region-
al context. And we look forward to continued
cooperation with a regional effort to harness
the power of the Mekong River.

The successful start of the Asian Develop-
ment Bank, of which we are a member, illus-
trates the potential of Asian initiatives and
regionalism. It is an Asian institution, with a
requirement that the Bank's president, seven
of its ten directors, and 60 per cent of its
capital come from Asia.

Our hopes for Asia are thus for a con-
tinent of strong nations drawing together for
their mutual benefit on their own terms, and
creating a new relationship with the rest of
the international community.

Japan, as one of the great industrial na-
tions of the world, has a unique and es-
sential role to play in the development of the
new Asia. Our policy toward Japan during the
past year demonstrates our conception of the
creative partnership we seek with all Asian
nations.
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Upon entering office, I faced a pivotal ques-
tion concerning the future of our relations
with Japan: the status of Okinawa. What did
we consider more important—the mainte-
nance of American administration of
Okinawa with no adjustments in the condi-
tions under which we operate our bases, or
the strengthening of our relationship with
Japan over the long-term? We chose the
second course because our cooperation with
Japan will be erucial to our efforts to help
other Aslan nations develop in peace. Japan's
partnership with us will be a key to the suc-
cess of the Nixon Doctrine in Asia.

In November, I therefore agreed with Prime
Minister Sato during his visit to Washington
that we would proceed with arrangements
for the return of Okinawa in 1972, with our
bases remaining after its reversion in the
same status as our bases in Japan. This was
among the most important decisions I have
taken as President.

For his part, Prime Minister Sato ex-
pressed the intention of the Japanese Gov-
ernment to expand and improve its ald pro-
grams in Asia in keeping with the economiec
growth of Japan. He agreed with me that
attention to the economic needs of the de-
veloping countries was essential to the devel-
opment of International peace and stability.
He stated Japan’'s intention to accelerate the
reduction and removal of its restrictions on
trade and capital. He also stated that Japan
was exploring what it could do to bring
about stability and reconstruction in post-
war Southeast Asia. The Prime Minister af-
firmed that it is in Japan's interest that we
carry out fully our defensive commitments
in East Asia.

We have thereby laid the foundation for
U.S.-Japanese cooperation in the 1970's.

Elsewhere, too, we have seen developments
encouraging for the future of Asia, In In-
donesia—which is virtually half of South-
east Asla—we have participated In multi-
lateral efforts, aimed at achleving economic
stability, which have already contributed
much to the building of a prospering and
peaceful nation.

The United States has a similar long-run
interest in cooperation for progress in South
Asia. The one-fifth of mankind who live in
India and Pakistan can make the difference
for the future of Asia. If their nation-build-
ing surmounts the centrifugal forces that
have historically divided the subcontinent,
if their economic growth keeps pace with
popular demands, and if they can avert fur-
ther costly rivalry between themselves, India
and Pakistan can contribute their vast ener-
gles to the structure of a stable peace. But
these are formidable “ifs.” We stand ready to
help the subcontinent overcome them. These
nations' potential contribution to peace is
too great for us to do otherwise.

Like the rest of Asia, India and Pakistan
have changed significantly over the past
decade. They have registered steady economic
progress in many areas, and established a
hopeful precedent for mutual cooperation in
the Indus development scheme. Yet in the
same period, each has felt the strains of
continuing tension in their relations and
their old bitter dispute flared again in brief
warfare in 1965.

They have reordered their international
relationships with East and West; each re-
mains staunchly independent.

Over the next decade India, Pakistan, and
their friends have an opportunity to build
substantially on the constructive elements
in this record, and above all, to work together
to avert further wasteful and dangerous con-
flict in the area.

While I was in South Asia, I stated our
view of the method and purpose of our eco-
nomic assistance to Asia. These words were
spoken in Pakistan, but they express our
goals as well for India and all of Asia:

“I wish to communicate my Government's
conviction that Asian hands must shape the
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Asian future. This is true, for example, with
respect to economlic aid, for it must be re-
lated to the total pattern of a nation’s life.
It must support the unique aspirations of
each people. Its purpose is to encourage self-
reliance, not dependence.”

Issues for the future

The fostering of self-reliance is the new
purpose and direction of American involve-
ment in Asia. But we are only at the be-
ginning of a new road. However clear our con-
ception of where wWe wish to go. we must be
under no illusion that any policy can pro-
vide easy answers to the hard, specific issues
which will confront us in Asia in coming
years.

—While we have established general
guidelines on American responses to
Asian conflicts, in practice the specific
circumstances of each case require care-
ful study. Even with careful planning,
we will always have to consider a basic
and delicate choice, If we limit our own
involvement in the interest of encour-
aging local self-reliance, and the threat
turns out to have been more serious
than we had judged, we will only have
created still more dangerous cholces.
On the other hand, if we become un-
wisely involved, we risk stifiing the local
contribution which is the key to our
long-run commitment to Asla.

—The success of our Asian policy depends
not only on the strength of our part-
nership with our Asian friends, but also
on our relations with Mainland China
and the Soviet Union. We have no de-
sire to lmpose our own prescriptions
for relationships in Asla. We have de-
scribed In the Nixon Doctrine our con-
ception of our relations with Asian na-
tions, We hope that other great powers
will act in a similar spirit and not seek
hegemony.

—Just as we and our allies have an inter-
est in averting great power dominance
over Asia, we belleve that peace in the
world would be endangered by great
power conflict there—whether it in-
volves us or not. This characterizes our
attitude towards the Sino-Soviet dis-
pute.

—Asian regional cooperation is at its be-
ginning. We will confront subtle deci-
slons as we seek to help maintain its
momentum without supplanting Asian
direction of the effort

—A sound relationship with Japan ls cru-
cial in our common effort to secure peace,
security, and a rising living standard in
the Pacific area. We look forward to ex-
tending the cooperative relationship we
deepened in 1969 But we shall not ask
Japan to assume responsibilities incon-
sistent with the deeply felt concerns of
its people.

—In South Asia, our good relations with
India and Pakistan should not obscure
the concrete dilemmas we will face. How
can we bring home to both, for example,
our serlous concern over the waste of
their limited resources in an arms race,
yet recognize their legitimate interests
in self-defense?

All these issues will confront this Admin-
istration with varying intensity over the
coming years, We are planning now to meet
challenges and anticipate crises. Our purpose
in 1969 has been to make sure none was
ignored or underestimated. The task ahead—
for Asians and Americans—Iis to address all
these issues with the imagination, realism
and boldness their solutions demand if last-
ing peace is to come to Asia.

Vietnam

“The people of Vietnam, North and South
alike, have demonstrated heroism enough to
last a century. And I speak from personal
observation. I have been to North Vietnam,
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to Hanol, in 1953, and all over South Viet-
nam. I have seen the people of the North
and the people of the South. The people of
Vietnam, North and South, have endured an
unspeakable weight of suffering for a gen-
eration. And they deserve a better future.”
The President’s Address to the 24th Session
of the UN General Assembly, September 18,
1969,

A just peace in Vietnam has been, and
remains, our goal.

The real issues are the nature of that
peace and how to achieve it. In addressing
these issues at the beginning of my Admin-
istration, I had to consider the great con-
sequences of our decisions,

I stated the consequences of a precipitate
withdrawal in these terms in my speech of
May 14:

“When we assumed the burden of helping
defend South Vietnam, millions of South
Vietnamese men, women and children placed
their trust in us. To abandon them now
would risk a massacre that would shock and
dismay everyone in the world who values
human life.

“Abandoning the South Vietnamese people,
however, would jeopardize more than lives
in South Vietnam. It would threaten our
long-term hopes for peace in the world. A
great nation cannot renege on its pledges. A
great nation must be worthy of trust.

“When it comes to maintaining peace,
‘prestige’ is not an empty word. I am not
speaking of false pride or bravado—they
should have no place in our policies. I speak,
rather, of the respect that one nation has
for another's integrity In defending its prin-
ciples and meeting its obligations.

“If we simply abandoned our effort in
Vietnam, the cause of peate might not sur-
vive the damage that would be done to other
nations’' confidence in our reliability,

“Another reason for not withdrawing uni-
laterally stems from debates within the
Communist world . . . If Hanol were to suc-
ceed In taking over South Vietnam by
force—even after the power of the United
States had been engaged—Iit would greatly
strengthen those leaders who scorn nego-
tiation, who advocate aggression, who mini-
mize the risks of confrontation with the
United States. It would bring peace now
but it would enormously increase the dan-
ger of a bigger war later.”

My trip through Asla last summer made
this fact more vivid to me than ever. I did
not meet a single Asian leader who urged a
precipitate U.S. withdrawal. The closer their
nations were to the battlefield, the greater
was their concern that America meet its
responsibilities in Vietnam.

Less attention had been given to another
important consequence of our decisions—
within the United States itself. When the
Administration took office, Vietnam had al-
ready led to a profound national debate. In
considering our objectives there, I could only
conclude that the peace must not intensify
the bitter recrimination and divisions which
the war had already inflicted on American
soclety. Were we to purchase peace in Viet-
nam at the expense of greater suffering later,
the American people would inevitably lose
confidence in their leaders—not just in the
Presidency or in either political party, but
in the whole structure of American leader-
ship.

For all these reasons, I resolved to seek
a peace which all Americans could support, a
peace in which all parties to the conflict
would have a stake. I resolved also to be
completely candid with the American public
and Congress in presenting our policies, ex-
cept for some details on matters of great sen-
sitlvity. I was determined to report the set-
backs as well as achievements, the uncertain-
ties as well as the hopeful signs.

To seek a just peace, we pursued two
distinet but mutually supporting courses of
action: Negotlations and Vietnamization. We
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want to achieve an early and fair settlement
through negotiations. But if the other side
refuses, we shall proceed to strengthen the
South Vietnamese forces. This will allow us
to replace our troops on an orderly time-
table. We hope that as Vietnamization pro-
ceeds the Government of North Vietnam
will realize that it has more to gain in nego-
tiations than in continued fighting.

We do not pretend that our goals in Viet-
nam have been accomplished, or that the
way ahead will be easy.

—In South Vietnam, we have helped the
South Vietnamese make progress In in-
creasing their defense capacity, and we
have reduced the number of American
men and casualties. Yet Vietnamization
is still a developing process, and enemy
intentions on the battlefield are un-
clear.

—At the conference table, we have made
generous and reasonable proposals for a
settlement. Yet the other side still re-
Tfuses to negotiate seriously.

Despite these uncertainties, I believe that

we are on the right road, and that we are
moving toward our goals.

Negotlations

In seeking a negotiated settlement of the
war, we did not underestimate the difficul-
ties ahead:

—We knew that the basic questions at
issue in negotiations—particularly the
resolution of political power in such a
war—were enormously complex. There
could be no rigid formula or strict
agenda.

—We were aware that Hanol’s actions and
doctrinal statements about “protracted
conflict,” caused it to view negotiations
as a means of pressure, rather than as an
avenue to a fair compromise.

—We realize that our opponent had sacri-
ficed heavily; he had demonstrated a
tenaclous commitment to the war, and
obviously harbored a deep mistrust of
negotiations as a means of sett dis-
putes. As I wrote to the late President
Ho Chi Minh last July in an appeal to
him to join us in finding a rapid solu-
tlon: "It is difficult to communicate
meaningfully across the gulf of four years
of war.”

These were formidable obstacles. But we
were equally convinced that negotiations
offered the best hope of a rapid settlement
of the war, The specific issues were complex
but could be resolved, once both sides made
the fundamental decision to negotiate in a
spirit of good-will. Therefore we and the
Government of the Republic of Vietnam
moved to demonstrate to a mistrustful ad-
versary our willingness to negotiate seriously
and flexibly.

On May 14 I made a number of far-reach-
ing proposals for a settlement. They included
& mutual withdrawal of all non-South Viet-
namese forces from South Vietnam and
internationally-supervised free elections,

I also indicated that we seek no bases in
Vietnam and no military ties, that we are
willing to agree to neutrality or to unification
of Vietnam if that is what the South Viet-
namese people choose.

In order to encourage the other side to
negotiate, I indicated that our proposals
were flexible, and that we were prepared to
consider other approaches consistent with
our principles, We insisted only on one gen-
eral proposition for which the Government
of North Vietnam itself has claimed to be
fighting—that the people of South Vietnam
be able to decide thelr own future free of
outside interference.

The proposals I made on May 14 still
stand. They offer all parties an opportunity
to end the war quickly and on an equitable
basis.

In a similar spirit, Presldent Thieu of the
Republic of Vietnam on July 11 offered a
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comprehensive set of proposals. They In-
clude free elections in which all the peo-
ple and parties of South Vietnam can par-
ticipate, including the National Liberation
Front and its adherents, and a mixed Elec-
toral Commission on which all parties can
be represented. We have supported those
proposals,

At Midway, in early June, President Thieu
and I both publicly pledged to accept any
outcome of free elections, regardless of what
changes they might bring.

Throughout the year, we explored every
means of engaging the other side in serious
negotiations—in the public talks in Paris,
in private conversations, and through reliable
third parties.

To demonstrate our willingness to wind
down the war, I also ordered a reduction in
the level of our military operations in Viet-
nam. Our tactical air and B-52 operations
have been reduced by over 25 per cent. Our
combat deaths have dropped by two-thirds.

Nor were our proposals put forward on a
take-it-or-leave-it basis. We have repeatedly
expresssed our willingness to discuss the
other &ide’s ten-point program. But Hanol
has adamantly refused even to discuss our
proposals, It has refused to negotiate with
the Government of the Republic of Viet-
nam, although it had agreed to do so as one
of the *“understanding” that led to the
bombing halt. It has insisted that we must
unconditionally and totally accept its de-
mands for unilateral U.8S. withdrawal and
for the removal of the leaders of the Govern-
ment of South Vietnam. It has demanded
these things as conditions for just beginning
negotiations, If we were to accept these de-
mands, we would have conceded the funda-
mental points at issue. There would be noth-
ing left to negotlate.

If the other side is interested in genuine
negotiations there are many ways they can
let us know and there are many channels
open to them.

The key to peace lles in Hanol—in its de-
cision to end the bloodshed and to negotiate
in the true sense of the word.

The United States has taken three major
steps which we were told repeatedly would
lead to serious negotlations. We stopped the
bombing of North Vietnam; we began the
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam; and
we agreed to negotiate with the National
Liberation Front as one of the parties to the
negotlation. But none of those moves brought
about the response or the reaction which
their advocates had claimed. It is time for
Hanol to heed the concern of mankind and
turn our negotiations into a serious give-
and-take. Hanol will find us forthcoming and
flexible.

Vietnamization

The other course of action we are pur-
suing—Vietnamization—is a program to
strengthen the ability of the South Viet-
namese Government and people to defend
themselves. It emphasizes progress in pro-
viding physical security for the Vietnamese
people and in extending the authority of the
South Vietnamese Government throughout
the countryside.

Vietnamization is not a substitute for
negotiations, but a spur to negotiations. In
strengthening the capability of the Govern-
ment and people of South Vietnam to de-
fend themselves, we provide Hanol with an
authentic incentive to negotiate seriously
now. Confronted by Vietnamization, Hanoi’s
alternative to a reasonable settlement is to
continue its costly sacrifices while its bar-
gaining power diminishes.

Vietnamization has two principal com-
ponents. The first is the strengthening of
the armed forces of the South Vietnamese in
numbers, equipment, leadership and com-
bat skills, and overall capability. The second
component is the extension of the pacifica-
tion program In South Vietnam.
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Tangible progress has been made toward
strengthening the South Vietnamese armed
forces. Their number has grown, particularly
the local and territorial forces. For example
the numerical strength of the South Viet-
namese Regional Forces and Popular Forces—
important elements in resisting guerrilla at-
tacks—has grown by more than 75,000 in the
last year. The effectiveness of these forces is
improving in most areas. In addition, about
400,000 weapons have been supplied to South
Vietnamese villagers who have become part
of the Peoples' Self Defense Force, a local
militia.

Under the Vietnamization program, we
have reversed the trend of American military
engagement in Vietnam and the South Viet-
namese have assumed a greater role in com-
bat operations. We have cut the authorized
strength of American forces by 115,500 as of
April 15, 1970. American forces will continue
to be withdrawn in accordance with an order-
ly schedule based on three criteria: the level
of enemy activity; progress in the negotia-
tions; and the increasing ability of the South
Vietnamese people to assume for themselves
the task of their own defense.

During this process, we have kept in close
consultations with the allied nations—
Australia, EKorea, New Zealand, and Thai-
land—which also contribute troops to assist
the Vietnamese. Their forces continue to bear
a significant burden in this common struggle.

As the Vietnamese government bears the
growing cost of these augmented forces, and
as U.S. military spending in Vietnam is re-
duced with the continuing reduction of the
U.S. military presence there, there will be ad-
ditional strains on the Vietnamese economy.
The Vietnamese will require assistance in
dealing with these economic problems. Al-
though our spending for purely military pur-
poses in Vietnam can be expected to decrease
substantially during the process of Vietnam-
ization, some increases in our spending for
economic purposes will be required

Vietnamization also involves expansion of
the pacification program. Our understanding
of the pacification program and the criteria
for measuring its success needed improve-
ment. I therefore ordered a comprehensive
study of conditions in the countryside by a
committee charged with analyzing the statis-
tics of Vietnam and keeping the situation
under constant review.

The study has concluded that the most
meaningful criteria for South Vietnamese
Government success in the countryside are
the establishment in each hamilet of (1) an
adequate defense, and (2) a fully function-
ing government resident in the hamlet 24
hours a day. If the Government can achieve
these two objectives, it can prevent the en-
emy from subverting and terrorizing the
population or mobilizing it for its own pur-
poses. The enemy will be denied any but the
most limited and furtive access to the people,
and will encounter increasing hostility or in-
difference as they seek the assistance they
formerly enjoyed. The enemy forces will be
Isolated and forced to fight as a conventional
expeditionary force, being dependent on ex-
ternal sources of supply and reinforcement.

This is very important: Enemy main force
activities have in the past relied on active
assistance from the population in the coun-
tryside for intelligence, food, money and
manpower. This has enabled the enemy to
use the countryside as a springboard from
which to strike at key Vietnamese cities and
installations. If they are forced to fight as a
conventional army, with their support pro-
vided from their own resources rather than
from the population, the enemy will lose mo-
mentum as they move forward because their
supply lines will lengthen and they will en-
counter increasing opposition.

To date, the pacification program is suc-
ceeding.

Enemy forces have suffered heavy casual-
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ties, many in the course of their own offen-
sives of 1968 and early 1960. The operations
of US. and South Vietnamese troops against
enemy main force units have prevented those
units from moving freely through the popu-
lated areas and have more and more forced
them back into bases in remote areas and
along the borders of South Vietnam.

Since 1967, the percentage of the rural
population living in areas with adequate de-
fense and a fully functioning local govern-
ment—the two criteria for government suc-
cess mentioned above—has more than
doubled. By a similar standard, Viet Cong
control over the rural population has dropped
sharply to less than ten per cent.

The enemy is facing greater difficulty in
recruitment and supply. North Vietnamese
fillers are being used to bolster Viet Cong
main foree and local force units, whose
strength appears to be declining in most
areas. More of the enemy's time is taken up
in gaining strength for new offensives which
appear to be progressively less efficlent.

Claims of progress in Vietnam have been
frequent during the course of our involve-
ment there—and have often proved too opti-
mistic. However careful our planning, and
however hopeful we are for the progress of
these plans, we are conscious of two basic
facts.

—We cannot try to fool the enemy, who

knows what is actually happening.

—Nor must we fool ourselves. The Amer-
ican people must have the full truth.
We cannot afford a loss of confidence
in our judgment and in our leadership.

Because the prospects and the progress
of Vietnamization demand the most careful
study and thoughtful analysis—by ourselves
and our critics allke—we have made major
efforts to determine the facts.

At my request, Secretary Laird and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen-
eral Wheeler, have just traveled to Viet-
nam to look into the situation. Last fall,
I asked Sir Robert Thompson, an objective
British expert with long experience in the
area, to make his own ecandid and inde-
pendent appraisal for me.

We have established a Vietnam Special
Studles Group whose membership includes
my Assistant for National SBecurity Affairs
as Chairman, the Under Secretary of State,
the Deputy Becretary of Defense, the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, and the Chair-
man of the Joint Chlefs of Staff. I have di-
rected this group to:

—sponsor and direct on a continucus ba-
sis systematic analyses of U.S. programs
and activities in Vietnam;

—undertake special analytical studies on
a priority basls as required to support
broad policy and related program deci-
sions; and

—provide a forum for and encourage sys-
tematic interagency analysis of U.S. ac-
tivities in Vietnam.

Essentially the purpose of this group is to
direct studies of the factual situation in
Vietnam. These studies are undertaken by
analysts and individuals with experience in
Vietnam drawn from throughout the govern-
ment. Their findings are presented to the
Vietnam Special Studies Group and the Na-
tional Security Council.

As described below, the group has helped
us identify problems for the future. It has
provoked the most searching questions, as
well as measured the progress we have
achieved.

Prisoners of war

In human terms, no other aspect of con-
flict in Vietnam more deeply troubles thou-
sands of American families than the refusal
of North Vietnam to agree to humane treat-
ment of prisoners of war or to provide infor-
mation about men missing in action. Over
1400 Americans are now listed as missing or
captured, some as long as flve years, most
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with no word ever to their families. In the
Paris meetings, we have sought repeatedly
to raise this subject—to no avail. Far from
agreeing to arrangements for the release of
prisoners, the other side has failed even to
live up to the humane standards of the 1949
Geneva Convention on prisoners of war: the
provision of information about all prisoners,
the right of all prisoners to correspond with
their families and to receive packages, in-
spection of POW camps by an impartial or-
ganization such as the International Red
Cross, and the early release of serlously sick
and wounded prisoners.

This is not a political or military issue,
but a matter of basic humanity. There may
be disagreement about other aspects of this
conflict, but there can be no disagreement on
humane treatment for prisoners of war. I
state again our readiness to proceed at once
to arrangements for the release of prisoners
of war on both sides.

Tasks for the Future

This Administration is carrying out a con-
certed and coordinated plan for peace in Viet-
nam. But the following tasks still remain:

—Negotiations. One task is to persuade the

North Vietnamese Government to join
us in genuine negotiations leading to-
ward a compromise settlement which
would assure the self-determination of
the South Vietnamese people and would
also ensure the continued neutrality of
Laos. The fact that it has not yet given
any Indication of doing so does not nec-
essarily mean that such a decision can-
not come at any point. While we harbor
no undue optimism, the history of ne-
gotiations on Vietnam shows that break-
throughs have always come with little
warning after long deadlocks.

Hanol faces serious and complicated 1s-
sues in making the fundamental decision
to seek a genuine settlement, Allled mili-
tary pressures, uncertainties in its in-
ternational support, strains within North
Vietnam, the recent display of American
public support for a just peace, and the
strengthening of the South Vietnamese
Government under Vietnamization, all
argue for seeking a settlement now. On
the other hand, Hanol’s mistrust of our
intentions before and after a settle-
ment, its hope that American domestic
pressures will force us to withdraw
rapidly or make major concessions, its
hope for political instability and collapse
in South Vietnam, its emotional com-
mitment to the struggle, and its own
political weakness in the South must
welgh heavily against its willingness to
negotiate,

We do not know what choice the North
Vietnamese Government will make. For
our part, we shall continue to try to
make clear to that government that its
true long-range interests lie in the di-
rection of negotiations. As we have often
sald, we shall be flexible and generous
when serious negotiations start at last.

—Enemy Intentions. Another crucial task

is to evaluate Hanol's intentions on the
battlefield. We hope that the level of
combat can be further reduced, but
we must be prepared for new enemy
offensives, The Government of North
Vietnam could make no greater mistake
than to assume that an increase in
violence would be to its advantage. As
I said on November 3, and have repeated
since, if I conclude that increased enemy
action jeopardizes our remaining forces
in Vietnam, I will not hesitate to take
strong and effective measures to deal
with that situation.

~ —Vietnamization. A major problem we
must face is whether the Vietnamization
program will succeed. The enemy is de-
termined and able, and will continue to
fight unless he can be persuaded that
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negotiation is the best solution. The
success of Vietnamization is a basic ele-
ment in Hanol’s assessment of its poli-
cles, just as it is in our own.

—We are now attempting to determine the
depth and durability of the progress
which has been made in Vietnam. We
are studying the extent to which it has
been dependent on the presence of Amer-
ican combat and support forces as well
as on expanded and improved South
Vietnamese army and territorial forces.
We are asking searching questions:
What is the enemy’s capability to mount
sustained operations? Could they suc-
ceed in undoing our gains?

What is the actual extent of improve-
ment in Allied capabilities? In particu-
lar, are the Vietnamese developing the
leadership, logistics capablilities, tactical
know-how, and sensltivity to the needs of
their own people which are indispensable
to continued success?

What alternative strategles are open to
the enemy in the face of continued allled
success? If they choose to conduct a pro-
tracted, low-intensity war, could they
simply wait out U.S. withdrawals and
then, through reinvigorated efforts, seize
the initiative again and defeat the South
Vietnamese forces?

Most important, what are the attitudes
of the Vietnamese people, whose free
choice we are fighting to preserve? Are
they truly being disaffected from the
Viet Cong, or are they indifferent to both
sides? What do thelr attitudes imply
about the likellhood that the pacifica-
tion gains will stick?

These studies are continuing, as are our
studies of the enemy situation and options.
I have made it clear that I want the Vietnam
Special Studies Group and the other agen-
cies of the U.S. Government to provide the
fullest possible presentation of the facts,
whatever their policy implications might be.

Our task is to continue to proceed care-
fully in the policy of Vietnamization, and to
find the means which will best support our
purpose of helping the South Vietnamese to
strengthen themselves.

Even as the fighting continues in Vietnam,
we must plan for the transition from war to
peace. Much has already been done to bring
relief to suffering people, to reconstruct war-
torn areas and to promote economic rehabili-
tation. We have been supporting those efforts.
We shall continue to support them and we
shall count on other nations to help.

I look forward to the day when I shall
not have to report on the problems of end-
ing a complex war but rather on the oppor-
tunities offered by a stable peace, when the
men and nations who have fought so long
and so hard will be reconciled.

I expressed my hope for the future of
Vietnam when I spoke to the United Nations
on September 18:

“When the war ends, the United States
will stand ready to help the people of Viet-
nam—all of them—Iin thelr tasks of re-
newal and reconstruction. And when peace
comes at last to Vietnam, it can truly come
with healing in its wings.”

The Middle East

“, . . a peace which speaks not only about
the integrity of nations, but also for the in-
tegrity of individuals.” Letter to the Presi-
dent of American Near East Refugee Aid,
October 21, 1969.

“ ... the peace that is nmot simply one
of words but one which both parties will have
a vested Interest in maintalning." Welcom-
ing remarks to Prime Minister of Israel,
September 25, 1969.

These statements reflect some of my
thoughts on the nature of the peace which
must come to the Middle East. At the same
time, this is an area with great resources and
prospects for economic progress. It is the
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first region of developing nations that is near
to meeting it capital needs from its own
resources.

Yet this area presents one of the sternest
tests of our quest for peace through part-
nership and accommodation of interests. It
combines intense local conflict with great
power involvement. This combination is all
the more dangerous because the outside pow-
ers' interests are greater than their control.

Beyond the area of confiict and beyond
this era of conflict, the United States is chal-
lenged to find new relationships in helping
all the people of the area marshal their re-
sources to share in this progress.

The most important of the area's conflicts,
between Arabs and Israel, is still far from
settlement. It has serious elements of intrac-
tabllity, but its importance requires all con-
cerned to devote their energies to helping to
resolve it or make it less dangerous.

Local passions in the Middle East run so
deep that the parties in conflict are seldom
amenable to outside advice or influence. Each
side is convinced that vital interests are at
stake which cannot be compromised.

—1Israel, having lived so long before on a
thin margin of security, sees territories
occupled in 1967 as providing physical se-
curity more tangible than Arab commit-
ments to live at peace—commitments
whose nature would be tested only after
Israel had relinquished the buffer of the
territories.

—For the Arabs, a settlement negotiated
directly with the Israelis would require
recognition of Israel as a sovereign state
even while Israell troops still occupy ter-
ritory taken in 1967 and while Arab
refugees remain homeless,

—For both sides and for the international
community, Jerusalem is a special prob-
lem involving not only the civil and po-
litical concerns of two states but the
interests of three great world religlons.

A powerful legacy of fear and mistrust
must be overcome if the parties are to be
willing to subject their interests and griev-
ances to the procedure of compromise. Until
then, no formula acceptable to both sides,
and no neutral definition of “a fair and
reasonable settlement,” can get very far,

However, a settlement should still be
sought.

This Administration continues to believe
that the United Nations cease-fire resolu-
tions define the minimal conditions that
must prevail on the ground if a settlement
is to be achieved. We have persistently urged
the parties in the area as well as the other
major powers to do all possible to restore
observance of the cease-fire,

Once those minimal conditions exist, we
belleve a settlement can only be achieved
through the give and take of negotiation by
those involved, in an atmosphere of mutual
willingness to compromise. That is why this
Administration has pressed this view in a
series of consultations with leaders from the
Middle East both in Washington and in their
capitals, in bilateral discussions with the
outside powers most concerned, and in for-
mal talks with the Soviet Union and in the
Four Power forum at the United Nations, In
the course of these discussions, we have ad-
vanced specfic proposals—outlined by Secre-
tary Rogers In his speech of December 9—
for creating a framework for negotiation in
accordance with the United Nations resolu-
tion of November 22, 1967. These have been
written with the legitimate concerns of all
parties firmly In mind. They were made in
an effort to try to help begin the process of
negotiation under UN Ambassador Jarring's
auspices. Observing that the United States
maintained friendly ties with both Arabs
and Israelis, the Secretary of the State sald
that to call for Israeli withdrawal as envis-
aged in the UN resolution without achieving
agreement on peace would be partisan to-
ward the Arabs, while calling on the Arabs to
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accept peace without Israeli withdrawal
would be partisan toward Israel.

But the United States cannot be expected
to assume responsibility alone for developing
the terms of peace or for guaranteeing them.
Others—Iin the Middle East and among the
great powers—must participate in the search
for compromise. Each nation concerned must
be prepared to subordinate its speclal inter-
ests to the general interest in peace. In the
Middle East, especially, everyone must partic-
ipate in making the peace so all will have
an interest in maintaining it.

We have not achieved as much as we had
hoped twelve months ago through the discus-
sions with the Soviet Union or the Four
Power talks. We have gone as far as we be-
lieve useful in making new proposals until
there is a response from other parties. But
we shall continue to participate in the dia-
logue so long as we can make a contribution.

If the Arab-Israell conflict cannot be finally
resolved, at least its scope must be contained
and the direct engagement of the major
powers limited. For this is a second dimen-
slon of the conflict in the Middle East—the
rivalries and interests of the major powers
themselves.

The interests of the great powers are in-
volved in the contests between local forces,
but we also have a common interest in avoid-
ing a direct confrontation. One of the les-
sons of 1967 was that the local events and
forces have a momentum of their own, and
that conscious and serious effort is required
for the major powers to resist being caught
up in them.

In its communications to the Soviet Union
and others, this Administration has made
clear its opposition to steps which could
have the effect of drawing the major pow-
ers more deeply into the Arab-Israeli con-
flict—steps that could only increase the dan-
gers without advancing the prospects for
peace.

The activity of the Soviet Union in the
Middle East and the Mediterranean has in-
creased in recent years. This has conse-
quences that reach far beyond the Arab-
Israell question. The United States has long-
standing obligations and relationships with
a number of nations in the Middle East and
its policy is to help them enhance their own
integrity and freedom. This Administration
has shown its readiness to work with the
Soviet Union for peace and to work along-
side the Soviet Union in cooperation with
nations in the area in the pursult of peace.
But the United States would view any effort
by the Soviet Union to seek predominance
in the Middle East as a matter of grave
concern.

I believe that the time has passed in which
powerful nations can or should dictate the
future to less powerful nations. The policy
of this Administration is to help strengthen
the freedom of other nations to determine
their own futures. Any effort by an outside
power to exploit local conflict for its own
advantage or to seek a special position of its
own would be contrary to that goal.

For these reasons, this Administration has
not only pressed efforts to restore observ-
ance of the cease-fire and to help begin
the process of negotiating a genuine peace.
It has also urged an agreement to limit the
shipment of arms to the Middle East as a
step which could help stabilize the situation
in the absence of a settlement. In the mean-
time, however, I now reaffirm our stated in-
tention to maintain careful watch on the
balance of military forces and to provide
arms to friendly states as the need arises.

This Administration clearly recognizes
that the problem of the Middle East, rooted
in a long history of local developments, will
be solved only when the parties to the con-
flict—by reason or resignation—come to ac-
commodate each other's basic, long-run in-
terests. They must recognize that to do less
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will increasingly endanger everyone's basic
goals.
Issues for the Future

We shall continue to seek to work together
with all the region’s nations, respecting their
legitimate national Interests and expecting
that they will have the same regard for ours.
But the emphasis must be on the word “to-
gether.” The day is past when the large
powers can or should be expected either to
determine their course or to solve their prob-
lems for them. As the Secrefary of State said
on December 9:

“|Peace] is . . . a matter of the attitudes
and intentions of the parties. Are they ready
to coexist with one another? Can a live-and-
let-live attitude replace suspicion, mistrust
and hate? A peace agreement between the
parties must be based on clear and stated
intentions and a willingness to bring about
basic changes in the attitudes and conditions
which are characteristic of the Middle East
today.”

The Middle East poses many challenges for
the United States. First, of course, is the
problem of resolving or containing major
causes of conflict. No one should believe that
a settlement even of the Arab-Israell confilct
would lead to the complete relaxation of
tensions in the area. Other local rivalries and
the turmoil accompanying social and eco-
nomic change will continue to produce pos-
sibilities for conflict.

Yet, beyond that, a new problem faces us—
the character of a constructive American re-
lationship with an area with large capital
resources of its own.

A number of nations in the area are well-
launched toward economic modernization.
Some of them have substantial revenues to
finance this effort, and those that do not
will increasingly rely on the efforts of near-
by nations to help through regional funds,
Large numbers of skilled techniclans have
been tralned, and many of them have crossed
borders to help neighbors.

This means that—while the United States
will continue to help where it can—the need
will decline for capital assistance and for
the type of economic assistance which AID
and lts forerunners have provided. Of course,
American technology, investment, education,
managerial skills are still much in demand
and can offer much in helping break bottle-
necks that remain.

The challenge to the United States, there-
fore, is to find new tools—new programs,
new legislation, new policies—that will per-
mit our government and our citizens to re-
late productivity to the first major area of
the developing world to be close to meeting
most of its capital needs from its own re-
sources. We want to continue to work to-
gether. We must therefore—while persisting
in the quest for peace—develop new rela-
tlonships to meet the circumstances and de-
mands of the 1970's.

Beyond the dangerous conflict of today, our
vision of the Middle East is of a common ef-
fort by all those—the people of the area and
friends outside—whose high purpose is to
erase the scars of the past and to bulld a
future consistent with their great heritage
and abundant resources,

Africa

“We know you have no easy task In seek-
ing to assure a fair share of Africa’s wealth
to all her peoples. We know that the realiza-
tion of equality and human dignity
throughout the continent will be long and
arduous in coming. But you can be sure as
you pursue these difficult goals that the
United States shares your hopes and your
confidence in the future.” President’'s Mes-
sage to the Sixth Annual Assembly of the
Organization of African Unity, September 6,
1969.

In this greeting last September to the
summit meeting of the Organization of Afri-
can Unity, I expressed America’s determi-
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nation to support our African friends as
they work to fulfill their continent’s high
promise. The unprecedented visit of the Sec-
retary of State to Africa this month is a
confirmation of this support.

One of the most dramatic and far-reaching
changes of the last decade was the emer-
gence of an independent Africa.

Only ten years ago, 82 countries covering
nearly five-sixths of the Continent were still
colonies, their voices silent in world affairs.
Today, these are all sovereign natlons,
proudly determined to shape their own fu-
ture. And contrary to fears so often voiced
at their birth, these nations did not sue-
cumb to Communist subversion. Africa is
one of the world's most striking examples, in
fact, of the failure of the appeal of Com-
munism in the new nations. African states
now comprise one-third of the membership
of the United Nations. African issues have
become important moral and political ques=
tions. African views justly merit and receive
the attention of the world.

But this rebirth of a continent has been
hazardous as well as hopeful, Africa was the
scene of many of the recurrent crises of the
1960’s. There was the factional strife and
international rivalry in the Congo, an arms
race between Ethiopia and Somalia, the es-
tablishment of white minority rule in
Southern Rhodesia, and the agonizing hu-
man loss in the Nigerian civil war.

The Continent still faces grave problems.
The imbalances of economies and Iinstitu-
tions once under full external control are
only too evident today. Arbitrary boundaries
drawn in European chancellories left many
African countries vulnerable to tribal strife;
and nowhere is the task of nation-bullding
more taxing. Not least, Africans face the for-
midable task of strengthening their sense of
identity and preserving traditional culture
as their socleties make the transition to
modernity.

Over the last decade, America has not had
a clear conception of its relationship with
post-colonial Africa and its particular prob-
lems, Because of our traditional support of
self-determination, and Africa’s historic tles
with s0 many of our own cltizens, our sym-
pathy and friendship for the new Africa were
spontaneous. But without a coherent concept
to structure our policies, we allowed ourselves
to concentrate more on temporary crises than
on their underlying causes. We expressed our
support for Africa more by lofty phrases than
by candid and constructive dialogue.

Just as we focus our policies elsewhere to
meet a new era, we will be clear with our-
selves and with our African friends on Amer-
ica’s interests and role in the Continent, We
have two major concerns regarding the fu-
ture of Africa:

—That the Continent be free of great pow=
er rivalry or conflict in any form.
This is even more In Africa's Interest
than in ours.

—That Africa realize its potential to be-
come a healthy and prosperous reglon
in the international community. Such
an Africa would not only be a valuable
economic partner for all regions, but
would also have a greater stake in the
maintenance of a durable world peace.

These Interests will guide our policies to-
ward the most demanding challenges facing
Africa in the 1970’s.

Development

The primary challenge facing the African
Continent is economic development.

If the 1960’s were years of high hopes and
high rhetoric, the 1970’s will have to be
years of hard work and hard cholces, The
African nations and those who assist them
must decide together on strict priorities in
employing the relatively limited development
capital avallable to the Continent. In doing
this, Africa and its friends can benefit from
several lessons of the past decade.
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Certainly development will not always pro-
ceed as rapidly as the Africans and their
friends hope. In many countries, needs will
outrun local and international resources for
some time. But solid and steady progress will
be made if our common development in-
vestment concentrates on those basic if un-
dramatic building blocks of economie
growth—health, education, agriculture,
transportation and local development. In par-
ticular, Africa will realize the full advan-
tage of its own rich material resources only
as it nurtures the wealth of its human re-
sources. In close coordination with the Afri-
cans' own efforts, the United States will di-
rect our ald at these fundamental bullding
blocks.

Another lesson we have learned from the
1960's is the need for close regional coopera-
tion, in order for Africa to get the most from
development resources. The United States
will work with other donors and the Africans
to help realize the potential for cooperative
efforts—by the support which we are giving,
for example, to the East African Economic
Community and the promising regional
groupings in West Africa. We will recognize,
however, that regional action is not the only
road for African development. In some cases,
for geographic or political reasons, it will not
work.

Our assistance throughout the Continent
will be flexible and imaginative. We will make
a particular effort—including programs of
technical assistance and new encouragement
of private investment—to help those coun-
tries not in a position to participate in re-
glonal projects.

We have learned that there are no pana-
ceas for African development, Each country
faces its own problems and the solutions to
them must spring from the national experi-
ence of each country. Foreign ldeologles have
often proven notoriously irrelevant, and even
tragically wasteful, as designs for African
progress. The most creative conceptual ap-
proaches to African development should
come, of course, from the Africans them-
selves. Outslders cannot prescribe the politi-
cal framework most conducive to Africa’s
economic growth. In some countries, progress
has depended upon stability. Yet elsewhere,
solutions to local problems have been found
amid periods of uncertainty or even turmoil.

The United States will measure African
progress in terms of long-run social and eco-
nomic accomplishment, and not in the po-
Htical flux which is likely to accompany
growth.

In Africa, as throughout the developing
world, our goal in providing development aid
is clear. We want the Africans to build a bet-
ter life for themselves and their children. We
want to see an Africa free of poverty and
disease, and free too of economic or poiit-
ical dependence on any outside power. And
we want Africans to bulld this future as they
think best, because In that way both our help
and their efforts will be most relevant to their
needs.

As Secretary Rogers sald in Ethiopia on
February 12:

“As a developed nation, we recognize a
special obligation to assist in the economic
development of Africa. Our resources and our
capacity are not unlimited. We have many
demands at home, We will, however, con-
tinue to seek the means, both directly and
in cooperation with others, to contribute
maore effectively to economic development in
Africa.”

Nationhood

Africa’s second challenge in the 1870's will
be to weather the Inevitable strains which
will come with the further development of
nations which house a great diversity of peo-
ples and cultures.

We have witnessed tragic manifestations of
this problem in the civil strife in the Congo
and Nigeria. The process of national integra-
tion may be stormy elsewhere.
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Such turmoll presents a tempting target to
forces outside Africa ready to exploit the
problems of change to their own advantage.
But foreign intervention, whatever its form
or source, will not serve the long-run inter-
ests of the Africans themselves,

The United States approaches these prob-
lems of national integration with a policy
which clearly recognizes the limits as well
as the obligations of our partnership with
Africa:

—We will not intervene in the internal af-
fairs of African nations. We strongly
support their right to be independent,
and we will observe their right to deal
with their own problems Iindepend-
ently. We believe that the national in-
tegrity of African states must be re-
spected.

—However, we will distinguish between
non-interference politically and the
humanitarian obligation to help lessen
human suffering.

—Finally, consulting our own interests,
we will help our friends in Africa to help
themselves when they are threatened by
outside forces attempting to subvert
their independent development. It is an-
other lesson of the 1960's, however, that
African defense against subversion, like
African development, must be borne most
directly by Africans rather than by out-
siders.

Southern Africa

The third challenge facing Afrieca is the
deep-seated tension in the southern sixth
of the Continent.

Clearly there is no question of the United
States condoning, or acquiescing in, the racial
policies of the white-ruled regimes. For moral
as well as historical reasons, the United
States stands firmly for the principles of
racial equality and self-determination,

At the same time, the 1960's have shown
all of us—Africa and her friends alike—that
the racial problems in the southern region of
the Continent will not be solved guickly.
These tensions are deeply rooted in the his-
tory of the region, and thus in the psychology
of both black and white.

These problems must be solved. But there
remains a real issue in how best to achieve
their resolution. Though we abhor the racial
policies of the white regimes, we cannot agree
that progressive change in Southern Africa
is furthered by force. The history of the area
shows all too starkly that violence and the
counter-violence it inevitably provokes will
only make more difficult the task of those on
both sides working for progress on the racial
question.

The United States warmly welcomes, there-
fore, the recent Lusaka Manifesto, a declara-
tion by African leaders calling for a peaceful
settlement of the tensions in Southern
Africa. That statesmanlike document com-
bines a commitment to human dignity with
a perceptive understanding of the depth and
complexity of the racial problem in the area—
a combination which we hope will guide the
policies of Africa and her frlends as they
seek practical policles to deal with this an-
guishing question,

Issues for the future

American policy toward Africa, then, will
illustrate our general approach to building
an enduring peace. Our stake in the Con-
tinent will not rest on today's ecrisis, on po-
litical maneuvering for passing advantage,
or on the strategic priority we assign 1t. Our
goal Is to help sustain the process by which
Africa will gradually realize economic prog-
ress to match its aspirations.

We must understand, however, that this
process is only beginning. Its specific course
is unclear. Its success depends In part on
how we and the Africans move now .Iln the
climate as well as the substance of our re-
lations.

—Africa’s friends must find a new tone of
candor In their essential dialogue with the
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Continent. All too often over the past dec-
ade the United States and others have been
guilty of telling proud young nations, in
misguided condescension, only what we
thought they wanted to hear, But I know
from many talks with Africans, including
two trips to the Continent in 1957 and 1967,
that Africa’s new leaders are pragmatic and
practical as well as proud, realistic as well
as ldealistic. It will be a test of diplomacy
for all concerned to face squarely common
problems and differences of view. The United
States will do all it can to establish this new
dialogue.

—DMost important, there must be new and
broader forms of mobilizing the external re-
sources for African development. The pat-
tern of the multilateral consortium which in
the past few years has aided Ghana should
be employed more widely elsewhere. This will
require the closest cooperation between the
Africans and those who assist them. There
is much to be gained also if we and others
can help devise ways in which the more de-
veloped African states can share their re-
sources with their African neighbors.

—The United States is firmly committed

to noninterference in the Continent, but
Africa’s future depends also on the re-
straint of other great powers. No one
should seek advantage from Africa’s need
for assistance, or from future instabil-
ity. In his speech on February 12, Secre-
tary Rogers affirmed that:

“We have deep respect for the independ-
ence of the African nations. We are not in-
volved in their internal affairs. We want our
relations with them to be on a basis of
mutual respect, mutual trust and equality.
We have no desire for any domination of
any country or any area and have no desire
for any special influence in Africa, except
the influences that naturally and mutually
develop among friends.”

The Africa of the 1970's will need schools
rather than sympathy, roads rather than
rhetoric, farms rather than formulas, local
development rather than lengthy sermons.
We will do what we can In a spirit of con-
structive cooperation rather than by vague
declarations of good will. The hard facts
must be faced by Africans and their friends,
and the hard work in every corner of the
Continent must be done. A durable peace
cannot be built if the nations of Africa are
not true partners in the gathering prosper-
ity and security which fortify that peace.

International economic policy

Peace has an economic dimension. In a
world of independent states and interde-
pendent economies, failure to collaborate is
costly—in political as well as economic terms,
Economic barriers block more than the free
flow of goods and capital across national
borders; they obstruct a more open world in
which ldeas and people, as well as goods and
machinery, move among nations with maxi-
mum freedom.

Good U.S. economic policy is good U.S.
foreign policy, The pre-eminent role that we
play in the world economy gives us a special
responsibility. In the economic sphere, more
than in almost any other area, what we do
has a tremendous impact on the rest of the
world. Steady non-inflationary growth in our
domestic economy will promote steady non-
inflationary growth in the world as a whole.
The stability of our dollar is essential to the
stability of the world monetary system. Our
continued support of a stronger world mone-
tary system and freer trade is cruecial to the
expansion of world trade and investment on
which the prosperity and development of
most other countries depend.

As in other areas of foreign policy, our
approach 1s a sharing of international re-
sponsibilities. Our foreign economic policy
must be designed to serve our purpose of
strengthening the tles that make partner-
ship work.

We have an excellent foundation. In no
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other area of our foreign policy has the record
of cooperation been so long and so successful.
From the 1944 Bretton Woods Conference
(which created the International Monetary
Fund) and the 1947 General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (which established a code
for the orderly conduct of trade), to the
Kennedy Round of tariff negotiations and
the recent creation of Special Drawing Rights
free nations have worked together to bulild
and strengthen a system of economic rela-
tionships. We derive strength from their
strength; we collaborate for our common
interest.

International monetary policy

International monetary matters pose most
sharply the potential tug-of-war between
interdependent economies and Independent
national policies. Each country’s balance of
payments encompasses the full range of its
economic and political relations with other
natlons—trade, travel, investment, military
spending, foreign aid. The international
monetary system links these national pay-
ments positions, and hence the domestic
economies of all countries. It thus les at the
heart of all international economic rela-
tions and it must function smoothly if world
trade, international Investment and polit-
ical relations among nations are to pros-
per—particularly since imbalances inevit-
ably arise as some countries temporarily
spend more abroad than they earn, while
others correspondingly earn more than they
spend.

The system must Include two elements:

—adequate supplies of internationally ac-

ceptable money and credit to finance
payments imbalances among countries;
and

—eflective means through which national

economies can adjust to one another to
avold the development of excessive and
prolonged imbalances.

The Inadequacies of both elements caused
the recurring monetary crises of the 1960’s.

An adequate money supply is needed in-
ternationally just as it 1s domestically. Short-
ages of internationally acceptable money in-
duce national authorities to take hasty and
often restrictive measures to protect their
own monetary reserves, or to pull back from
liberalization of trade and investment. Such
actions clash with the objective of the in-
ternational economic system, which pre-
cisely by freeing trade and capital, has
helped promote the unparalleled prosperity
of the postwar world. In short, an inadequate
world money supply can hinder the pursuit
of world prosperity which, in turn, can gen-
erate serious political problems among na-
tions.

At the other extreme, excessive levels of
world reserves could contribute to world in-
flation, They could permit countries to fi-
nance imbalances indefinitely, delaying too
long the actlons needed to adjust their own
economies to those of their trading partners,
Since failure to adjust may permit a country
to drain resources away from the rest of
the world, excessive levels of reserves can
also generate serious political problems.

In 1969, the world took a step of profound
importance by creating international money
to help provide for adequate—nelther too
small nor too large—levels of world reserves.
Through the International Monetary Fund,
the United States joined with the other free
nations to create, for an initial three-year
period, almost $10 billion of Special Draw-
ing Rights—a truly international money,
backed by the entire community of free na-
tions, created in amounts determined jointly
by these nations, in recognition of the fact
that a steadily growing world economy re-
quires growing reserves.

There exist other types of internationally
accepted money, particularly gold and dol-
lars, which the world has previously relied
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upon and will continue to use. But it is clear
that the relative role of gold must diminish.
Our critical monetary arrangements must
not rest on the vagaries of gold production.
Nor should the world be forced to rely more
heavily on dollars flowing from a U.S. pay-
ments deficlt. This would appear to some as
representing largely national determination
of the international monetary supply, not
wholly responsive to international needs.
Moreover, prolonged deficits could jeopardize
our own international financial position and
cause concern about the stability of the
dollar,

A truly international money was thus
needed to meet a truly international prob-
lem. The nations of the world did not shrink
from the bold innovation required to meet
that need. As a result, the foundations of
the world economy, and hence world stabil-
ity, are far stronger today.

To be sure, the first creation of Special
Drawing Rights does not by itself assure an
adequate supply of internationally accept-
able money. The international community
will have to make periodic decisions on how
many Special Drawing Rights to create. The
relationship among the different types of in-
ternational money—gold, dollars, and now
Special Drawing Rights—could again cause
problems, Most important, a steady eccnomic
performance by the United States will be
necessary to maintain full international con-
fidence in the dollar, whose stability remains
crucial to the smooth functioning of the
world economy. But we have gone & long
way toward meeting the needs of an ade-
quate supply of international money.

The second fundamental requirement of
an international monetary system—ithe mu-
tual adjustment of national economies—still
calls for improvement. Imbalances among na~
tions can only be financed temporarily. Con-
structive means must exist by which they can
be rectified in an orderly way. Such adjust-
ment should not require countries to resort
to prolonged restrictions on international
transactions, for this runs counter to the
fundamental objective of an open world.
Neither should it force countries to adopt
internal economic policies, such as excessive
rates of inflation or unemployment, which
conflict with their national economic and
soclal objectives. Both approaches have been
adopted all too frequently in the past.

Improved means of adjustment are thus
high on the agenda for the further develop-
ment of the international monetary system
in the 1970's. As economic interdependence
accelerates, better coordination among na-
tional economies will become even more
necessary. Such coordination must rest on a
solid base of effective internal policies. For
example, we in the United States must
squarely face the fact that our Inflation of
the past five years—left unchecked—would
not only undetermine our domestic pros-
perity but jeopardize the effort to achleve
better international equilibrium. We look
forward to the results of the international
discussions, already under way, examining
the means through which exchange rates be-
tween national currencies might be adjusted
so that such changes, when they become
necessary, can take place more promptly and
less disruptively.

In this environment, the remaining re-
strictions on international transactions can
be steadily reduced. We will do our share.
That intent was plain in the actions we took
in 1969 to relax our restraints on capital out-
flows for U.S. corporations and banks and to
eliminate the most onerous restrictions on
our aid to developing countries.

Trade Policy

Freer trade among all nations provides
greater economic benefits for each nation.
It minimizes potential political frictions as
well, These conclusions are truer today than
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ever before, as the growing interdependence
of the world economy creates new opportuni-
ties for productive exchange.

But growing interdependence also means
greater reliance by each nation on all other
nations. Each is increasingly exposed to its
trading partners. In today's world, all major
countries must pursue freer trade if each
country Is to do so. The principle of true
reciproecity must lie at the heart of trade
policy—as 1t lies at the heart of all foreign
policy.

In 1969, the United States took a series of
steps toward dismantling trade barriers and
assuring fair treatment for our own industry
and agriculture in world commerce. I sub-
mitted new trade legislation which proposed:

—Elimination of the American Selling
Price system of tariff valuation for cer-
tain chemicals and other products,
which would bring us immediate trade
concessions in Europe and elsewhere.
Because it is seen by many abroad as
our most important non-tariff barrier
to trade, its elimination might also open
the door to further reductions of bar-
riers to U.B. exports.

—Improvement of the means to help U.S.
industries, firms and workers adjust to
import competition.

—Restoration of Presidential authority to
reduce tariffs by a modest amount, when
necessary to promote U.S. trade interests.

—New Presidential authority to retallate
against other countries if their trading
practices unfairly impede our own ex-
ports in world markets,

We called on our trading partners to be-
gin serious discussions on the remaining
non-tariff barriers to trade, which have be=-
come even more important as tariff levels
have been reduced.

We took specific steps toward easing eco-
nomic relations between the United States
and Communist China.

Finally, we proposed a liberal system of
tariff preferences for exports of the develop-
ing countries,

This proposal is designed to meet one of
the world's major economic and political
problems—the struggle of the developing
countries to achieve a satisfactory rate of
economic development, Developmuent can be
promoted by aid, but aid cannot and should
not be relied on to do the whole job. The
low-income countries need increased export
earnings to finance the imports they need
for development. They need improved ac-
cess for thelr products to the massive mar-
kets of the industrialized nations. Such ex-
port increases must come largeiy in manu-
factured goods, since the demand for most
primary commodities—their traditional ex-
ports—grows relatively slowly. And these
countries are at early stages of industrializa-
tion, so they face major hurdles in compet-
ing with the industrialized countries for
sales of manufactured goods.

Against this background, we proposed that
all industrialized nations eliminate their
tariffs on most manufactured products ex-
ported to them by all developing countries,
Such preferential treatment would free an
important and rapidly growing part of the
trade between these two groups of nations.
It would therefore provide an important new
impetus to world economic development.

The main tasks for the immediate future
are to complete the actions started in 1969:

—Passage of this Administration’s trade
bill.

—Progress in the international discussions
on non-tariff barriers and impediments
to trade in agricultural products.

—=Buccessful resolution of the negotiations
on tariff preferences.

Beyond these steps lie new challenges for

U.S. trade policy. I am establishing a Com-
mission on International Trade and Invest-
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ment Policy to help develop our approaches
to them:

—Trade and Investment. Foreign invest-
ment, symbolized by the multinational
corporation, has become increasingly
important in relation to the fows of
goods which have been the focus of tra-
ditional trade policy. We must explore
more fully the relationship between our
trade and foreign investment policies.

—Trade Adjusimenit. We must learn how
better to adjust our own economy to the
dynamic forces of world trade, so that
we can pursue our objective of freer
trade without unacceptable domestic
disruption.

—East-West Trade. We look forward to the
time when our relations with the Com-
munist countries will have improved to
the point where trade relations can in-
crease between us.

—The European ~Community. We will
watch with great interest the developing
relations between the European Com-
munity and other nations, some of which
have applied for membership. The Com-
munity’s trade policies will be of in-
creasing importance to our own trade
policy in the years ahead.

International Assistance

The international economiec successes of
the past have been mainly among the indus-
trial nations. The successes of the future
must occur at least equally in the economic
relations between the Industrial nations and
the developing world. These new achieve-
ments may not be as dramatic as the crea-
tion of the Common Market, or the comple-
tion of the Kennedy Round of trade negotia-
tions, or the birth of Special Drawing Rights.
But the needs are at least as compelling.

There will be a continued requirement for
international assistance to developing coun-
tries. First, however, we must be clear about
what ald can do and what it cannot do. If
ald is to be effective, its function must be
understood by both donor and recipient.

Economic assistance is not a panacea for
international stability, for political develop-
ment, or even for economic progress. It is,
literally, “‘assistance.” It is a means of help-
ing and supplementing the efforts of nations
which are able to mobilize the resources and
energles of their own people. There are no
shortcuts to economic and social progress.

This is a reality, but also a source of hope.
For collaborative effort can achieve much.
And it is increasingly understood among de-
veloped and developing nations that eco-
nomic development is an international
responsibility.

Many of the frustrations and disappoint-
ments of development have come not so much
from the failure of programs as from the gap
between results and expectations. A new un-
derstanding of the scope of the challenge and
the capacity of programs will help us set
feasible goals, and then achieve them.

What will be America’s part in this effort?

When I came into office, it was clear that
our present assistance program did not meet
the realities or needs of the 1970's. It was
time for a searching reassessment of our obh-
jectives and the effectiveness of our institu-
tions. I therefore named a Task Force on
International Development, chaired by Mr.
Rudolph Peterson, to explore the purposes
and methods of our forelgn assistance. Its
report, due shortly, will provide the founda-
tion for a new American policy.

One truth is already clear: a new American
purpose and attitude are required, if our
economic assistance is to contribute to de-
velopment in the new environment of the
1970's. As I stated on October 31 in my ad-
dress on Latin America:

“For years, we in the United States have
pursued the illusion that we alone could re-
make continents. Conscious of our wealth
and technology, seized by the force of good
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intentions, driven by habitual impatience,
remembering the dramatic success of the
Marshall Plan in postwar Europe, we have
sometimes imagined that we knew what was
best for everyone else and that we could and
should make it happen. Well, experience has
taught us better,

“It has taught us that economic and soclal
development is not an achievement of one
nation’s forelgn policy, but something deeply
rooted in each nation’s own traditions.

“It has taught us that aid that infringes
pride is no favor to any nation.

“It has taught us that each nation, and
each region, must be true to its own char-
acter.”

In our reappraisal of the purposes and
techniques of foreign assistance, we have al-
ready reached several conclusions and we
have adopted policies to begin to carry them
out:

—Multilateral institutions must play an
inereasing role in the provision of aid.
We must enlist the expertise of other
countries and of international agencies,
thereby minimizing the political and
ideological complications which can dis-
tort the assistance relationship. We are
already contributing to a number of in-
ternational and reglonal institutions:
the International Development Associa-
tlon, the Inter-American Development
Bank, and the Aslan Development Bank,
I will shortly propose a new U.S. con-
tribution to the Special Funds of the
Asian Bank. And I am prepared to re-
spond positively to proposals for replen-
ishment of the resources of the Inter-
American Bank and the International
Development Association.

—The developing countries themselves
must play a larger part in formulating
their own development strategies. Their
own knowledge of the needs must be ap-
plied, their own energles mobilized to
the tasks. This is the approach I em-
phasized In my address on Latin Amer-
ica.

—Our bilateral aid must carry fewer re-
strictions. I have therefore eliminated
some of the most onerous restrictions
on the U.S. aid program and have di-
rected that all remaining restrictions be
reviewed with the objective of modify-
ing or eliminating them.

—Private investment must play a central
role in the development process, to what-
ever extent desired by the developing
nations themselves. I proposed, and Con-
gress has authorized, an Overseas Pri-
vate Inevstment Corporation to improve
our efforts to make effective use of pri-
vate Investment Corporation to improve
attention to the developing countries in
our relaxation of restraints on foreign
investment by U.S. corporations.

—7Trade policy must recognize the special
needs of the developing countries, Trade
is a crucial source of new resources for
them. Thus, as already described, I.have
proposed and am urging a worldwide
and comprehensive system of tariff pref-
erences for the products of developing
nations.

But these are only first steps. We are al-
ready considering the proposals of the Pear-
son Commission on International Develop-
ment, sponsored by the World Bank. When
the report of the Task Force on International
Development becomes available, I will pro-
pose a fresh American assistance program,
more responsive to the conditioms of the
1970's.

Our new forelgn ald program must dis-
tinguish clearly among the various purposes
our assistance is designed to serve. Economic
development requires sustained effort by
donor and recipient alike. Assistance for this
purpose will be wasted if—prompted by po-
litical considerations—it is deflected by the
recipient or the donor to other ends. Sim-
ilarly, we shall not be putting our own re-
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sources to their most productive use if we
are unable to ensure continulty in our sup-
port.

We must focus on the achlevement of our
real objective—effective development—rather
than on some arbitrary level of financial
transfer. We shall need to see that various
policies affecting the development process—
trade, aid, Investment—are fully coordinated.
And new institutions will be needed to meet
the realities and the challenges of the 1970's.

Thus, our assistance program, like the
rest of our foreign policy, will be changed
to serve the future rather than simply con-
tinued to reflect the habits of the past. We
have already begun that change. I expect a
new approach to foreign assistance to be one
of our major forelgn policy initiatives in the
coming years.

Uniled Nations

*“. . . let us press toward an open world—
a world of open doors, open hearts, open
minds—a world open to the exchange of ideas
and of people, and open to the reach of the
human spirit—a world open in the search for
truth, and unconcerned with the fate of old
dogmas and old isms—a world open at last
to the light of justice, and the light of rea-
son, and to the achievement of that true
peace which the people of every land carry
in their hearts and celebrate in their hopes.”
The President’s Address to the 24th Session
of the General Assembly, September 18, 1989,

The United Nations is both a symbol of
the worldwide hopes for peace and a reflec-
tion of the tensions and conflicts that have
frustrated these hopes.

Its friends can now look back with pride
on 256 years of accomplishment, They also
have a responsibility to study and apply the
lessons of those years, to see what the UN
can and cannot do. The UN, and its support-
ers, must match ldeallsm In purpose with
realism in expectation.

Some of its accomplishments have been
highly visible—particularly the various inter-
national peacekeeping efforts that have
helped to damp down or control local con-
flicts. Other accomplishments have been
qulet but no less Important, and deserve
greater recognition—such as 1ts promotion of
human rights and its extensive economic, so-
cial, and technieal assistance programs.

The UN provides a forum for crisis diplo-
macy and a means for multilateral assist-
ance. It has encouraged arms control and
helped nations reach agreements extending
the frontiers of international law. And it
offers a framework for private discussions be-
tween world leaders, free of the inflated ex-
pectations of summit meetings.

These achievements are impressive. But we
have had to recognize that the UN cannot by
itself solve fundamental International dis-
putes, especially among the superpowers.
Thus, we can as easily undermine the UN
by asking too much of it as too little. We
cannot expect it to be a more telling force
for peace than lts members make it. Peace
today still depends on the acts of nations.

Last September 18, in my address to the
General Assembly, I sald:

“In this great assembly, the desirability
of peace needs no affirmation. The methods
of achieving it are what so greatly challenge
our courage, our intelligence, our discern-
ment,

“And surely if one lesson above all rings
resoundingly among the many shattered
hopes in this world, it is that good words
are not a substitute for hard deeds and
noble rhetoric is no guarantee of noble
results.”

I then suggested some specific tasks for
the near future. These included:

—securing the safety of international trav-
elers from airplane hijackings, on which
the General Assembly has already acted;

—encouraging international voluntary
service, which we stress both at home
and in the Peace Corps overseas;
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—fostering the interrelated objectives of
economic development and population
control;

—protecting the planet’s threatened en-
vironment, a major challenge confront-
ing us all, and to which our own nation
and people are already addressing new
programs and greater energies; and

—exploring the frontiers of space, an ad-
venture whose excitement and benefits
we continue to share with other nations.

In additlon, as man’s uses of the oceans
grow, international law must keep pace. The
most pressing issue regarding the law of the
sea is the need to achleve agreement on the
breadth of the territorial sea, to head off the
threat of escalating national claims over the
ocean. We also believe it important to make
parallel progress toward establishing an in-
ternationally agreed boundary between the
Continental Shelf and the deep seabeds, and
on a regime for exploitation of deep seabed
resources.

These are issues that transcend national
differences and ideology, and should respond
to effective multilateral action.

In an era when man possesses the power
both to explore the heavens and desolate the
earth, science and technology must be mar-
shalled and shared in the cause of peaceful
progress, whatever the political differences
among nations. In numerous and varied
fields—the peaceful use of atomic energy, the
exploration and uses of outer space, the
development of the resources of the ocean
and the seabeds, the protection of our en-
vironment, the uses of satellites, the devel-
opment of revolutionary transportation sys-
tems—we are working with others to channel
the products of technological progress to the
benefit of mankind.

My speech at the General Assembly under-
lined this country’s continuing support for
the organization. My decisions to ask Con-
gress for funds to assist the expansion of the
U.N.'s New York Headquarters and to submit
to the Senate the U.N. Convention on Diplo-
matic Privileges and Immunities are exam-
ples of this support.

This year's 26th Anniversary of the United
Nations is an occasion for more than com-
memoration. It is a time to acknowledge its
realistic possibilities and to devise ways to
expand them, It is a time to set goals for the
coming years, particularly in such areas as
international peacekeeping, the economic
and social programs symbolized by the Sec-
ond Development Decade, and the new en-
vironmental challenges posed by man's tech-
nological advances.

As the United Nations begins its second
quarter century, America reaffirms its strong
support for the principles and promise begun
at San Francisco in 1945. Our task now—as
for all UN. members—is to help the orga-
nization in steady progress toward fulfill-
ment of that promise.

PART III: AMERICA'S STRENGTH
Shaping our military posture

America’s strength is the second pillar of
the structure of a durable peace.

We aim for a world in which the impor-
tance of power is reduced; where peace is
secured because the principal countries wish
to maintain it. But this era is not yet here.
We cannot entrust our future entirely to the
self-restraint of countries that have not hesi-
tated to use their power even against their
allles. With respect to national defense, any
President has two principal obligations: to
be certain that our military preparations do
not provide an incentive for aggression, but
in such a way that they do not provoke an
arms race which might threaten the very
security we seek to protect,

A basic review of our defense policy was
essential.

In January 19690 the need for such a re-
view was compelling. Profound changes in
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the world called for a fresh approach to de-
fense policy just as they required a new
approach to foreign policy. In the past, tech-
nology was relatively stable; in the contem-
porary world a constantly changing technol-
ogy produces a new element of insecurity.
Formerly, any additional strength was stra-
tegically significant; today, available power
threatens to outstrip rational objectives.

We had to examine the basic premises
underlying our military planning and begin
shaping a military posture appropriate to
the environment of the 1970’s.

We launched a thorough re-examination of
past concepts and programs and the alterna-
tives we should consider for the future. The
review, which is continuing, produced a re-
form of both national security policies and
decision-making processes which was the
most far-reaching in almost two decades.

For the first time, the Natlonal Security
Council has had the opportunity to review
a broad and complete range of national
strategies for both conventional and stra-
tegic forces. This review was undertaken in
terms of security and budgetary implications
five years into the future. Also for the first
time, the relationship of wvarious levels of
defense spending to domestic priorities was
spelled out in detail for a five-year period.

As a result of this review, our interests,
our foreign policy objectives, our strategies
and our defense budgets are being brought
into balance—with each other and with our
overall national priorities.

Four factors have a special relevance to
our continuing reappraisal.

—Military and Arms Control Issues: First,
we need to ask some fundamental ques-
tlons to establish the premises for our
military posture. For example:

In shaping our strategic nuclear posture,
to what extent should we seek to main-
tain our security through the develop-
ment of our strength? To what extent
should we adopt unilateral measures of
restraint? The judgment is delicate: the
former course runs the risk of an arms
race, the latter involves the danger of
an unfavorable shift in the balance of
power.

How would either course affect the pros-
pects for a meaningful strategic arms
limitation agreement with the BSoviet
Union in the years ahead?

What spectrum of threats can the United
States responsibly deal with? Is it reason-
able to seek to protect against every con-
tingency from nuclear confiict to guer-
rilla wars?

—Forward Planning: Second, we have to
plan ahead., Today's national security
decisions must flow from an analysis of
their implications well into the future.
Many decisions on defense policies and
programs will not have operational con-
sequences for several years, in some cases
for as much as a decade. Because plan-
ning mistakes may not show up for sev-
eral years, deferral of hard choices is
often tempting. But the ultimate penalty
may be disastrous, The only responsi-
ble course is to face up to our problems
and to make declsions In a long-term
framework.

—National Priorities: Third, we have to
weigh our national prilorities. We will
almost certainly not have the funds to
finance the full range of necessary do-
mestic programs in the years ahead if
we are to maintain our commitment to
non-infiationary economic growth. De-
fense spending is of course in a special
category. It must never fall short of the
minimum needed for security. If it does,
the problem of domestic programs may
become moot. But neither must we let
defense spending grow beyond that jus-
tified by the defense of our vital in-
terests while domestic needs go unmet.
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—Integrated Planning: Finally, planning
our national security policles and pro-
grams In given countries and regions
has often been fragmented among agen-
cies. For example, our intelligence ana-
lysts, defense planners, economists, and
political analysts dealing with a given
country may have been using different
assumptions about our policy objectives,
our expectations about the future, and
even the baslc facts about our policy
choices. There was a need for analyses
which would provide a commonly under-
stood set of facts, evaluations and policy
and program choices. These would serve
as a basis for consideration by the Na-
tional BSecurity Council of what we
should be doing in given countries and
reglons.

In summary, we asked the central doc-
trinal questions; we looked as much as a
decade ahead; we weighed our national
priorities; and we sought ways of integrating
the diverse aspects of our planning. In this
fashion, we have reviewed the premises of
our military policies, discarded those that
no longer serve our interests, and adopted
new ones suited to the 1970's. The 1971 de-
fense budget reflects the results of our re-
examination, the transition from the old
strategies and policles to the new.

The process of defense planning

This Administration found a defense
planning process which left vague the im-
pact of foreign policy on our military pos-
ture and provided an Inadequate role for
other agencies with a major stake in mili-
tary lssues., And it did little to relate de-
fense and domestic priorities.

We set out to correct these deficiencies.

Insuring balanced decisions

Virtually every major defense issue has
complex diplomatic, political, strategic and
economic implications. To insure balanced
decisions, we see to it that every agency has
a full opportunity to contribute. The Di-
rector of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency participates in deliberations on
defense policy decisions that affect arms
control prospects. In turn, the Secretary of
Defense and the Joint Chlefs of Staff par-
ticipate directly in the evaluation of arms
control proposals. The Departments of State
and Defense review with the Bureau of the
Budget and the Council of Economic Ad-
visers economic conditions that influence
the magnitude of defense spending. The De-
partment of State examines with Defense
officials issues that affect our relationships
with allies.

These interagency exchanges insure that
I receive all views on key national security
issues. Disagreements are identified and ex-
plored, not suppressed or papered over. The
full range of choices is presented.

Setting Ratlonal Priorities

Our great wealth and productive capacity
still do not enable us to pursue every worth-
while natlonal objective with unlimited
means. Cholces among defense strategles and
budgets have a great impact on the extent
to which we can pursue other national goals.

We have no precise way of measuring
whether extra dollars spent for defense are
more important than extra dollars spent for
other needs. But we can and have described
the domestic programs that are consistent
with various levels of defense expenditures.
The National Security Counclil thus has a
basis for making intelligent choices concern~
ing the allocation of available revenue among
priority federal programs. I do not believe
any previous President has had the benefit
of such a comprehensive picture of the in-
terrelationships among the goals he can pur-
sue within the limits of the federal budget.

As a result, I have decided on defense
strategy and budget guidelines for the next
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five years that are consistent not only with
our national security and the maintenance
of our commitments but with our national
priorities as well. This Administration is now
in a position to weigh the impact of future
changes in defense policies and programs on
the whole fabric of government objectives.

Controlling the Defense Posture—The De-
fense Program Review Committee

To meet the objectives of balanced deci-
sions and rational priorities, we made a basic
addition to the National Security Couneil
system. I directed the formation of the De-
fense Program Review Committee, consist-
ing of the Assistant to the President for Na-
tional Security Affairs (Chalrman), the Un-
der Secretary of State, the Deputy BSecre-
tary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, the Director of Central Intel-
ligence and the Chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers. The Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, the Presi-
dent's Sclence Advisor, and the Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commission participate
as appropriate.

This permanent Committee reviews major
defense, fiscal, policy and program issues in
terms of their strategic, diplomatic, political
and economic implications and advises me
and the National Security Council on its
findings. For example, the Committee
analyzed our options for proceeding with
ballistic missile defenses on four separate
occasions. This year, it will analyze our
major strateglc and fiscal cholces over the
next five years, together with the doctrinal,
diplomatic and strategic implications of key
weapons programs. It will do so while the
defense budget for Fiscal Year 1972 is still
in the earliest stages of formulation. The
participation in this review by the Depart-
ment of State, the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, the Council of Economic
Advisers, and other agencies insures that
careful analysis and balanced evaluations
will be avallable when the National Securlty
Council next fall reviews our choices for
1972 and beyond.

Country and Regional Analysis and Program
Budgeting

A major obstacle to the implementation
of a consistent and coherent foreign policy
is the multitude of U.S5 agencies and pro-
grams involved In activities in any one coun-
try or region. In the past it has been diffi-
cult for the President or the National Secu-
rity Council to obtain a picture of the to-
tality of our effort in any one country. Yet
a rational foreign policy must start with such
a comprehensive view.

To overcome this difficulty we have begun
a series of country program analyses which
will examine all U.S. programs in key coun-
trles and regions and thelr Interrelation-
ships.

The studles for the first time put every
U.8. program into one budget framework. The
basic tool for this analysis is the program
budget, which allocates all of our expendi-
tures in a country on the basis of the pur-
poses served It permits us to make decisions
or set guidelines for all of our programs
simultaneously; in the past, they were ex-
amined largely agency by agency in isola-
tion from one another,

The results of the country analysis studies
are presented to the NSC in the form of in-
tegrated policy and program options based on
alternative statements of Interests, threats,
and U.S. foreign policy objectives, After the
NSC has considered these options, a decision
can be made about the course of action to
follow over the next several years,

Of course, our efforts start from the clearly
understood, fundamental premise that U.S.
policies and programs must relate in a logi-
cal and meaningful fashion to what our
friends and allies wish to do for themselves.
We are dealing with sovereign nations each
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of which has its own interests, its own pri-
orities and its own capabilities. All our coun-
try programming is designed to do is to make
our actions as effective as they can be con-
sistent with our mutual interests.

I am convinced that such a comprehensive
approach to country programs will lead to a
decidedly improved foreign policy. We are
conscious of the need not only to make sound
policy decisions but also to execute them.
The country analysis studies will result in
both a decision document for all government
agencles and firm five-year program gulde-
lines, presented in the form of a program
budget. The members of the NSC, as well as
the country director in every agency and our
ambassadors in the field, then have a means
of making sure that our decisions are fol-
lowed up.

Strategic policy

The Changing Strategic Balance

Following World War II, the US. had a
monopoly of strategic nuclear weapons.
Throughout most of the 1950's, our virtual
monopoly of intercontinental nuclear deliv-
ery capability, in the form of a large force
of Strategic Air Command bombers, gave us
an overwhelming deterrent.

This assessment was unchallenged until it
became apparent in the late 1950's that the
Soviet Union possessed the potential for
developing and deploying a force of inter-
continental ballistic missiles that could de-
stroy a large part of our strategic bomber
force on the ground. The fear that our deter-
rent to nuclear war was in great jeopardy,
though it later proved exaggerated, focused
our attention on maintaining our nuclear
superiority.

In 1961, the new Administration acceler-
ated our Polaris submarine and Minuteman
ICBM programs and put more of our stra-
tegic bombers on alert. These measures pro-
vided a clear margin of U.S. nuclear superior-
ity for several years. They restored our confi-
dence In our deterrent; we now had two
forces, our Polaris submarines and our Min-
uteman ICBM's, deployed in hardened un-
derground silos, that were virtually invulner-
able to attack by the Soviet Union with the
then-existing technology.

However, after 1965, the Soviets stepped
up their ICBM deployments and began to
construct their own force of Polaris-type
submarines. And they began to test multi-
ple warheads for their 88-9 ICBM, a weapon
which can carry roughly ten times as much
as our Minuteman missile.

Once again, U.S. strategic superlority was
being challenged. However, this time, the
Johnson Administration decided not to step
up deployments. This restraint was based on
two judgments. Pirst, it was belleved that
there was relatively little we could do to
keep the Soviets from developing over a pe-
riod of time a strategic posture comparable
in capability to our own. Second, it was
thought that nuclear superiority of the kind
we had previously enjoyed would have lit-
tle military or political significance because
our retaliatory capability was not seriously
jeopardized by larger Soviet forces and be-
cause their goal was in all likellhood a re-
taliatory capability similar to ours.

As a result of these developments, an in-
escapable reality of the 1970's is the Soviet
Union's possession of powerful and sophis-
ticated strategic forces approaching, and in
some categories, exceeding ours in numbers
and capability.

Recent Soviet programs have emphasized
both quantitative Increases In offensive and
defensive forces and qualitative improve-
ments in the capabilities of these forces—
such as a new, more accurate warhead and
perhaps penetration aids for their Minute-
man-type SS-11 missile, continued testing of
the multiple warhead for the 859, and re-
search and development on improved compo-
nents for their ABM system, together with
improved coverage by their ABM radars. The

February 18, 1970

following table shows the growth In Soviet
land- and submarine-based missile forces in
the last five years.

OPERATIONAL UNITED STATES AND SOVIET MISSILES

1970 (Pro-
jected for
year end)

1965 (Mid-
year)

Intercontinental ballistic
missiles:
United States__.__..
Soviet " st
Submarine launched ballistic
missiles:
United States. ............
Soviet......

923
224

1,054
1,290

656
300

464
107

The Soviet missile deployments are con-
tinuing, whereas ours have leveled off. In the
1970's we must also expect to see Commu-
nist China deploy intercontinental ballistic
missiles, seriously complicating strategic
planning and diplomacy.

The evolution of U.S. and Soviet strategic
capabilities during the past two decades was
accompanied by intense doctrinal debates
over the political and military roles of stra-
tegle forces and the appropriate criteria for
choosing them.

The strateglc doctrine that had gained the
greatest acceptance by the time my Admin-
istration took office was this: According to
the theory of “assured destructlon,” deter-
rence was guaranteed if we were sure we
could destroy a significant percentage of
Soviet population and industry after the
worst concelvable Soviet attack on our stra-
tegic forces, The previous Administra-
tion reasoned that since we Thad
more than enough forces for this purpose, re=
straint in the build-up of strategic weapons
was Indicated regardless of Soviet actions.
Further, 1t hoped that U.S. restraint in stra-
tegic weapons developments and deployments
would provide a strong incentive for simi-
lar restraint by the Sovlet Union, thus en-
hancing the likelihood of a stable strategic
relationship between the two nuclear super-
powers.

A Policy for the 1870's

Once in office, I concluded that this stra-
tegic doctrine should be carefully reviewed
in the light of the continued growth of So-
viet strategic capabilities. Since the Soviets
were continuing their ambitious strategic
weapons program, we had to ask some basic
gquestions. Why might a nuclear war start
or be threatened? In this light, what U.S.
strategic capablilities are needed for deter-
rence?

We sought, in short, a strategic goal that
can best be termed “sufficlency.”

Our review took full account of two fac-
tors that have not existed in the past.

First, the Soviets' present bulld-up of
strategic forces, together with what we
know about their development and test pro-
grams, raises serious questions about where
they are headed and the potential threats
we and our allies face. These questions must
be faced soberly and realistically.

Second, the growing strategic forces on
both sides pose new and disturbing prob-
lems. Should a President, in the event of a
nuclear attack, be left with the single op-
tion of ordering the mass destruction of
enemy clvilians, in the face of the certainty
that it would be followed by the mass
slaughter of Americans? Should the concept
of assured destruction be narrowly defined
and should it be the only measure of our
ability to deter the variety of threats we
may face?

Our review produced general agreement
that the overriding purpose of our strategic
posture is political and defensive: to deny
other countries the ability to impose their
will on the United States and its allles under
the weight of strategic military superiority.
We must insure that all potential aggressors
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see unacceptable risks in contemplating a
nuclear attack, or nuclear blackmalil, or acts
which could escalate to strategic nuclear war,
such as a Soviet conventional attack on
Europe.

Beyond this general statement, our
primary task was to decide on the yardsticks
that should be used in evaluating the ade-
quacy of our strategic forces against the
projected threats. This issue took on added
importance because such yardsticks would
be needed for assessing the desirability of
possible strategic arms limitation agreements
with the Soviet Union.

We reached general agreement within the
government on four specific criteria for
strategic sufficlency. These represent a sig-
nificant intellectual advance. They provide
for both adequacy and fiexibility. They will
be constantly reviewed in the light of a
changing technology.

Designing Strategic Forces

Having settled on a statement of strategic
purposes and criterla, we analyzed possible
U.S. strategic force postures for the 1970's
and beyond. We reviewed alternatives rang-
ing from “minimum deterrence”—a posture
built around ballistic missile submarines and
the assured destruction doctrine narrowly in-
terpreted—to attempts at recapturing nu-
merical superiority through accelerated U.S.
strategic deployments across the board.

There was general agreement that postures
which significantly reduced or increased our
strategic programs and deployments in-
volved undesirable risks:

—Sharp cutbacks would not permit us
to satisfy our sufficiency ecriteria, and
might provoke the opposite Soviet reac-
tion. If the U.S. unilaterally dropped out
of the strategic arms competition, the
Soviets might well seize the opportu-
nity to step up their programs and
achieve a significant margin of strategic
superiority. The vigor and breadth of
their current strategic weapons pro-
grams and deployments, which clearly
exceed the requirements of minimum
deterrence, make such a possibility seem
far from remote. They might also—
paradoxically—eliminate any Soviet in-
centives for an agreement to limit stra-
tegic arms, and would raise serlous con-
cerns among our allies. This is particu-
larly true for our NATO allies who view
the U.S. commitment to deter Soviet ag-
gression as being based mainly on our
maintenance of a powerful strategic
posture.

Sharp increases, on the other hand,
might not have any significant political
or military benefits. Many believe that
the Soviets would seek to offset our ac-
tions, at least in part, and that Soviet
political positions would harden, ten-
slons would increase, and the prospect
for reaching agreements to limit stra-
tegic arms might be Irreparably dam-

What ultimately we must do in between
these extremes will depend, of course, on
many factors. Will the Soviets continue to
expand their strategic forces? What will be
their configuration? What understanding
might we reach on strategic arms limitations?
What weapons systems might be covered by
agreements?

I reccgnize that decisions cn sheping our
strategic posture are perhaps the most com-
plex and fateful we face. The answers to these
questions will largely determine whether we
will be forced into increased deployments to
offset the Soviet threat to the sufficlency of
our deterrent, or whether we and the Soviet
Union can tcge her move frcm an era of con-
frontation to one of negotiaticn, whether
jeintly we can pursue responsible, non-
provocative strategic arms pclicles based on
sufficiency as a mutually shared goal or

CXVTI 242—Part 3

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

whether there will be another round of the
ATTNS TACE.
The Role of Ballistic Missile Defense

My decision to continue with the construc-
tion of the Safeguard anti-ballistic missile
system is fully consistent with our criteria
and with our goal of effective arms limitation.

I would like to recall what I said last
March about the problem that led us to seek
approval of the first phase of the Safeguard
program:

“The gravest responsibility which I bear
as President of the United States is for the
security of the Nation, Our nuclear forces
defend not only ourselves but our allies as
well. The imperative that our nuclear deter-
rent remain secure beyond any possible doubt
requires that the U.S. must take steps now
to insure that our strategic retaliatory forces
will not become wulnerable to a Soviet
attack.”

I believed then, and I am even more con-
vinced today, that there is a serious threat
to our retaliatory capability in the form of
the growing Soviet forces of ICBM's and bal-
listic missile submarines, their multiple war-
head program for the S8-8 missile, their ap-
parent interest in improving the accuracy of
their ICBM warheads, and thelr development
of a semi-orbital nuclear weapon system.
That this threat continues to be serious was
confirmed by my Foreign Intelligence Ad-
visory Board—an Independent, bipartisan
group of senlor outside advisors—which re-
cently completed its own review of the stra-
tegic threats we face.

I pointed out in the same statement that
we cannot ignore the potential Chinese
threat against the U.S. population, as well as
the danger of an accidental or unauthorized
attack from any source. Nor can we dismiss
the possibility that other countries may in
the future acquire the capability to attack
the U.S. with nuclear weapons. Today, any
nuclear attack—no matter how small;
whether accidental, unauthorized or by de-
sign; by a superpower or by a country with
only a primitive nuclear delivery capability—
would be a catastrophe for the U.S., no mat-
ter how devastating our ability to retaliate.

No Administration with the responsibility
for the lives and security of the American
people could fall to provide every possible
protection against such eventualities.

Thus on March 14, 1969, I stated the ob-
jectives of the Safeguard program:

“This measured deployment is designed to
fulfill three objectives:

“1. Protection of our land-based retalia-
tory forces against a direct attack by the
Soviet Union.

“2. Defense of the American people against
the kind of nuclear attack which Communist
China is likely to be able to mount within
the decade.

“3. Protection against the possibility of
accidental attacks.”

I further described the system as follows:

“We will provide for local defense of se-
lected Minuteman missile sites and an area
defense designed to protect our bomber bases
and our command and control authorities. In
addition, this system will provide a defense
of the Continental United States agalnst an
accidental attack and will provide substan-
tial protection against the kind of attack
which the Chinese Communists may be capa-
ble of launching throughout the 1970's. This
deployment will not require us to place mis-
sile and radar sites close to our major cities.”

Last year, I promised that “each phase of
the deployment will be reviewed to insure
that we are doing as much as necessary but
not more than that required by the threat
existing at that time.” I further indicated
that in strategic arms limitation talks with
the Soviet Union, the United States will be
fully prepared to discuss limitations on de-
fensive as well as offensive weapons systems.
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The further steps I shall propose will be
consistent with these pledges. The Secretary
of Defense will put forward a minimum pro-
gram essential for our security. It fully pro-
tects our flexibility in discussing limitations
on defensive weapons with the Soviet Union.
It is my duty as President to make certain
that we do no less.

General purpose forces
Premises

When I examined the objectives established
for our general purpose forces, I concluded
that we must emphasize three fundamental
premises of a sound defense policy:

First, while strategic forces must deter all
threats of general war no matter what the
cost, our general purpose forces must be
more sensitively related to local situations
and particular interests.

Second, while the possession of 95 per cent
of the nuclear power of the non-Communist
world gives us the primary respcusibility for
nuclear defense, the planning of general pur-
pose forces must take into account the fact
that the manpower of our friends greatly ex-
ceeds our own, as well as our heavy expendi-
tures for strategic forces.

Third, we cannot expect U.S. military
forces to cope with the entire spectrum of
threats facing allies or potential allles
throughout the world, This is particularly
true of subversion and guerrilla warfare, or
“wars of national liberation.” Experience has
shown that the best means of dealing with
insurgencies is to preempt them through eco-
nomic development and soclal reform and to
control them with police, paramilitary and
military action by the threatened govern-
ment.

‘We may be able to supplement local efforts
with economic and military assistance. How-
ever, a direct combat role for U.S. general
purpose forces arises primarlly when in-
surgency has shaded Into external aggres-
slon or when there is an overt conventional
attack. In such cases, we shall weigh our in-
terests and our commitments, and we shall
consider the efforts of our allles, in determin-
Ing our response.

The United States has interests in defend-
ing certain land areas abroad as well as
essential air and sea lines of communication,
These derive from:

—the political and economic importance of
our alliances;

—our desire to prevent or contain hostili-
ties which could lead to major conflicts
and thereby endanger world peace; and

—+the strategic value of the threatened
area as well as its line of communica=-
tions.

The military posture review I initiated the
day I took office included a thorough exami-
nation of our general purpose forces. This
study explored in turn our interests, the po=
tential threats to those interests, the capa-
bilities of our allles both with and without
our assistance, and the relationship of vari-
ous strategies to domestic priorities.

The National Security Council examined
five different strategies for general purpose
forces and related each one to the domestic
programs which could be supported simul-
taneously. Thus, for the first time, national
security and domestic priorities were con-
sidered together. In fact, two strategles were
rejected because they were not considered
essential to our security and because they
would have thwarted vital domestic pro-

Ims,

We finally decided on a strategy which rep-
resented a significant modification of the doc-
trine that characterized the 1960's.

The stated basis of our conventional pos-
ture in the 1960's was the so-called 215 war"
principle. According to it, U.S. forces would
be maintained for a three-month conven-
tional forward defense of NATO, a defense of
Korea or Southeast Asia against a full-scale
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Chinese attack, and a minor contingency—
all simultaneously. These force levels were
never reached.

In the effort to harmonize doctrine and
capability, we chose what is best described as
the *“114, war"” strategy. Under it we will
maintain in peacetime general purpose forces
adequate for simultaneously meeting a major
Communist attack in either Europe or Asia,
assisting allies against non-Chinese threats
in Asia, and contending with a contingency
elsewhere,

The choice of this strategy was based on
the following considerations:

—+the nuclear capability of our strategic
and theater nuclear forces serves as a
deterrent to full-scale Soviet attack on
NATO Europe or Chinese attack on our
Aslan allles;

—the prospects for a coordinated two-
front attack on our allies by Russia and
China are low both because of the risks
of nuclear war and the improbability
of Sino-Soviet cooperation. In any event,
we do not believe that such a coordi-
nated attack should be met primarily
by U.S. conventional forces;

—the desirability of insuring against
greater than expected threats by main-
taining more than the forces required
to meet conventional threats in one
theater—such as NATO Europe;

—weakness on our part would be more
provocative than continued TUS,
strength, for it might encourage others
to take dangerous risks, to resort to the
illusion that military adventurism
could succeed.

To meet the requirements for the strat-
egy we adopted, we will maintain the re-
quired ground and supporting tactical air
forces in Europe and Asla, together with
naval and air forces. At the same time, we
will retain adequate active forces in addi-
tion to a full complement of reserve forces
based in the United States. These force levels

will be spelled out in greater detall in the
program and budget statement of the Sec-
retary of Defense.

PART IV: AN ERA OF NEGOTIATION
An era of negotiation
The President’'s Inaugural Address: “We
cannot expect to make every one our friend
but we can try to make no one our enemy.”

Twenty years ago the United States and

what was then the Communist bloe could
be resigned to the mutual hostility that
flowed from deep-seated differences of ideol-
ogy and national purpose. Many of those
differences remain today. But the changes
of two decades have brought new conditions
and magnified the risks of intractable hos-
tility.

—Slr"or us as well as our adversaries, in the
nuclear age the perils of using force are
simply not in reasonable porportion to
most of the objectives sought in many
cases. The balance of nuclear power has
placed a premium on negotiation rather
than confrontation.

—We both have learned too that great
powers may find their interests deeply in-
volved in local conflict—risking con-
frontation—yet have precariously lttle
influence over the direction taken by
local forces.

—The nuclear age has also posed for the
United States and the Communist coun-
tries the common dangers of accident
or miscalculation. Both sides are
threatened, for example, when any power
seeks tactical advantage from a crisis and
risks provoking a strategic response.

—Reality has proved different from ex-
pectation for both sldes. The Commu-
nist world in particular has had to
learn that the spread of Communism
may magnify international tenslons
rather than usher in a period of rec-
onciliation as Marx taught.
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Thus, in a changing world, building peace
requires patient and continuing communi-
cation. Our first task in that dialogue is
fundamental—to avert war, Beyond that,
the United States and the Communist coun-
tries must negotiate on the issues that di-
vide them If we are to bulld a durable peace.
Since these issues were not caused by per-
sonal disagreements, they cannot be removed
by mere atmospherics. We do not delude
ourselves that a change of tone represents a
change of policy. We are prepared to deal
seriously, concretely and precisely with out-
standing issues.

The lessons of the post-war period in nego-
tiations with the Communist states—a rec-
ord of some success, though much more of
frustration—point to three clear principles
which this Administration will observe in
approachng negotiations in the 1970's.

First: We will deal with the Communist
countries on the basis of a precise under-
standing of what they are about in the
world, and thus of what we can reasonably
expect of them and ourselves, Let us make
no mistake about it—leaders of the Com-
munist nations are serlous and determined.
Because we do take them serlously, we will
not underestimate the depth of ideologieal
disagreement or the disparity between their
interests and ours. Nor will we pretend that
agreement is imminent by fostering the 1llu-
slon that they have already glven up their
bellefs or are just about to do so In the
process of negotiations,

It 1s precisely these differences which re-
quire creation of objective conditions—ne-
gotlation by negotiation—from which peace
can develop despite a history of mistrust
and rivalry. We may hope that the passage
of time and the emergence of a new genera-
tion in the Communist countries will bring
some change in Communist purposes. But
failing that, we must seek in the most prac-
tical way to influence Communist action.

It will be the policy of the United States,
therefore, not to employ negotiations as a
forum for cold-war invective, or ideological
debate. We will regard our Communist ad-
versaries first and foremost as nations pur-
suing their own interests as they perceive
these Interests, just as we follow our own
interests as we see them. We will Judge
them by their actions as we expect to be
judged by our own. Specific agreements, and
the structure of peace they help bulld, will
come from a realistic accommodation of
conflicting interests.

A second principle we shall observe in
negotiating with the Communist countries
relates to how these negotiations should be
conducted—how they should be Judged by
peoples on both sides anxious for an easing
of tensions. All too often in the past, whether
at the summit or lower levels, we have come
to the conference table with more attention
to psychological effect than to substance,
Naive enthusiasm and even exaltation about
the fact that a negotiation will be held only
tends to obscure the real issues on whose
resolution the success of the talks depends.
Then, since the results are almost always
less dramatic than expected, the false eu-
phoria gives way to equally false hopeless-
ness.

Negotiations must be, above all, the result
of careful preparation and an authentic
glve-and-take on the issues which have
given rise to them. They are served by nei-
ther bluff abroad nor bluster at home.

We will not become psychologically de-
pendent on rapld or extravagant progress,
Nor will we be discouraged by frustration or
seeming fallure. The stakes are too high, and
the task too great, to judge our effort in any
temporary perspective. We shall match our
purpose with perseverance.

The third essential in successful negotia-
tions is an appreciation of the context in
which issues are addressed. The central fact
here is the inter-relationship of interna-
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tional events. We did not invent the inter-
relationship; it is not a negotiating tactic.
It is a fact of life. This Administration rec-
ognizes that international developments are
entwined in many complex ways: political
issues relate to strategic questions, political
events In one area of the world may have a
far-reaching effect on political developments
in other parts of the globe.

These principles emphasize a realistic ap-
proach to seeking peace through negotia-
tions. They are a guide to a gradual and
practical process of bullding agreement on
agreement. They rest upon the basic reality
which underlies this Administration’s deal-
ings with the Communist states; We will
not trade principles for promises, or vital
interests for atmosphere. We shall always
be ready fo talk seriously and purposefully
about the bullding of a stable peace.

The Soviet Union

The general principles outlined above
apply fully to our approach to issues between
the United States and the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union shares with other coun-
tries the overwhelming temptation to con-
tinue to base its policies at home and abroad
on old and familiar concepts. But perceptions
framed in the Nineteenth Century are hardly
relevant to the new era we are now entering.

If we have had to learn the limitations of
our own power, the lessons of the last two
decades must have left their imprint on the
leadership in the Kremlin—in the recogni-
tlon that Marxist ideology is not the surest
guide to the problems of a changing indus-
trial society, the worldwide decline in the
appeal of ideology, and most of all in the
foreign policy dilemmas repeatedly posed by
the spread of Communism to states which
refuse to endure permanent submission to
Soviet authority—a development {llustrated
vividly by the Soviet schism with China.

The central problem of Soviet-American
relations, then, is whether our two countries
can transcend the past and work together
to build & lasting peace.

In 1969, we made a good beginning, In this
first year of my Administration we ratified
the Non-Proliferation Treaty; we made prog-
ress In negotiating arms control on the sea-
bed; we took steps to further the prospects
of agreement regarding chemical and blolog-
ical methods of warfare; we engaged In talks
on a Middle Eastern settlement; and we be-
gan negotiations on the limitation of stra-
tegic arms—the most important arms con-
trol negotiations this country has ever en-
tered. In concert with our allies, we have also
offered to negotiate on specific issues in
Europe: history has taught us that if crises
arise in Europe, the world at large cannot
long expect to remain unaffected.

But while certain successes have been reg-
istered In negotiations and there is cause for
cautious optimism that others will follow,
our overall relationship with the USSR re-
mains far from satisfactory. To the detriment
of the cause of peace, the Soviet leadership
has falled to exert a helpful influence on the
North Vietnamese in Paris. The overwhelm-
ing majority of the war materiel that reaches
North Vietnam comes from the USSR, which
thereby bears a heavy responsibility for the
continuation of the war. This cannot help
but cloud the rest of our relationship with
the Soviet Union.

In the Middle East talks, too, we have not
seen on the Soviet side that practical and
constructive flexibility which is necessary for
a successful outcome, and without which the
responsibility of the great powers in the
search for a settlement cannot be met. We
see evidence, moreover, that the Soviet Union
seeks a position in the area as a whole which
would make great power rivalry more likely,

We hope that the coming year will bring
evidence that the Soviets have decided to
seek a durable peace rather than continue
along the roads of the past.
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It will not be the sincerity or purpose of
the Sovlet leadership that will be at issue.
The tensions between us are not generated
by personal misunderstandings, and neither
side does anyone a service by so suggesting.
Peace does not come simply with statesmen’s
smiles. At issue are basic questions of long
conflicting purposes in a world where no
one’s interests are furthered by conflict. Only
a straightforward recognition of that real-
ity—and an equally direct effort to deal with
it—will bring us to the genuine cooperation
which we seek and which the peace of the
world requires.

Eastern Europe

The nations of Eastern Europe have a
history with many tragic aspects. Astride
the traditional invasion routes of the Con-
tinent, they have suffered long periods of
foreign occupation and cultural suppression.
And even when they gained independence—
many of them following World War I—they
remained the prey of powerful neighbors.

We are aware that the Soviet Union sees
its own security as directly affected by de-
velopments in this region. Several times, over
the centuries, Russia has been invaded
through Central Europe; so this sensitivity
is not novel, or purely the product of Com-
munist dogma.

It is not the intention of the United States
to undermine the legitimate security Inter-
ests of the Sovlet Union. The time is cer-
tainly past, with the development of modern
technology, when any power would seek to
exploit Eastern Europe to obtain strategic
advantage against the Soviet Union. It is
clearly no part of our policy. Our pursuit of
negotiation and detente is meant to reduce
existing tensions, not to stir up new ones.

By the same token, the United States views
the countries of Eastern Europe as sovereign,
not as parts of a monolith, And we can ac-
cept no doctrine that abridges their right
to seek reciprocal improvement of relations
with us or others.

We are prepared to enter Into negotiations
with the nations of Eastern Europe, looking
to a gradual normalization of relations. We
will adjust ourselves to whatever pace and
extent of normalization these countries are
willing to sustain.

Progress in this direction has already been
achieved in our relations with Romania. My
visit to that country last summer—which
will remain unforgettable for me in human
terms—set in motion a series of cooperative
programs in the economie, technical, sclen-
tific and cultural fields, We intend to pursue
these with vigor. My talks with President
Ceausescu also began the process of ex-
changing views on broader questions of mu-
tual concern which, in our view, will con-
tribute to a general improvement of the
communication between West and East, A
similar relationship is open to any Commu-
nist country that wishes to enter it.

Stability and peace in Europe will be en-
hanced once its division is healed. The
United States, and the nations of Western
Europe, have historic tles with the peoples
and nations of Eastern Europe, which we
wish to maintain and renew.

As I sald in my toast to President Ceau-
sescu during my visit to Romania last
August:

“We seek, in sum, a peace not of hegem-
onies, and not of artificial uniformity, but
a peace in which the legitimate interests of
each are respected and all are safeguarded.”

Communist China

The Chinese are a great and vital people
who should not remain isolated from the in-
ternational community. In the long run, no
stable and enduring international order 1is
conceivable without the contribution of this
nation of more than 700 million peeple.

Chinese foreign policy reflects the com-
plexity of China’s historical relationships
with the outside world. While China has the
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longest unbroken history of self-government
in the world, it has little experience in deal-
ing with other nations on a basis of equal
sovereignty. Predominant in Asia for many
centuries, these gifted and cultured people
saw their society as the center of the world.
Their tradition of self-imposed cultural iso-
lation ended abruptly in the Nineteenth
Century, however, when an internally weak
China fell prey to exploitation by technologi-
cally superior forelgn powers.

The history inherited by the Chinese Com-
munists, therefore, was a complicated mix-
ture of isolation and incursion, of pride and
humiliation. We must recall this unigue past
when we attempt to define a new relation-
ship for the future.

Nor can we underestimate the gulf of
ideology between us, or the apparent differ-
ences in interests and how we interpret world
events. While America has historic ties of
friendship with the Chinese people, and
many of our basic interests are not in con-
fiict, we must recognize the profound gulf
of suspicion and ideology.

The principles underlying our relations
with Communist China are similar to those
governing our policies toward the USSR.
United States policy is not likely soon to
have much impact on China’s behavior, let
alone its ideological outlook. But it 1s cer-
tainly in our interest, and in the interest of
peace and stability in Asia and the world,
that we take what steps we can toward im-
proved practical relations with Peking.

The key to our relations will be the ac-
tions each side takes regarding the other and
its allies. We will not ignore hostile acts. We
intend to maintain our treaty commitment
to the defense of the Republic of China. But
we will seek to promote understandings
which can establish a new pattern of mutu-
ally Beneficlal actions.

I made these points to the leaders I met
throughout my trip to Asia, and they were
welcomed as constructive and realistic.

We have avoided dramatic gestures which
might invite dramatic rebuffs. We have taken
specific steps that did not require Chinese
agreement but which underlined our will-
ingness to have a more normal and con-
structive relationship. During the year, we
have:

—made it possible for American tourists,
museums, and others to make non-com-
mercial purchases of Chinese goods with-
out special authorization;

—broadened the categorles of Americans
whose passports may be automatically
for travel in Communist China, to in-
clude members of Congress, journalists,
teachers, post-graduate scholars and
college students, sclentists, medical doc-
tors and representatives of the Ameri-
can Red Cross;

—permitted subsidiaries of American firms
abroad to engage in commerce between
Communist China and third countries.

The resumption of talks with the Chinese
in Warsaw may indicate that our approach
will prove useful. These first steps may not
lead to major results at once, but sooner
or later Communist China will be ready to
re-enter the International community.

Our desire for improved relations is not
a tactical means of exploiting the clash be-
tween China and the Soviet Union. We see
no benefit to us in the intensification of that
conflict, and we have no intention of tak-
ing sides. Nor is the United States inter-
ested in joining any condominium or hos-
tile coalition of great powers against either
of the large Communist countries. Our atti-
tude is clearcut—a lasting peace will be im-
possible so long as some nations consider
themselves the permanent enemies of others.

Arms control

There are no areas in which we and the
Soviet Union—as well as others—have a
greater common interest than In reaching
agreement with regard to arms control.
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The traditional course of seeking security
primarily through military strength raises
several problems in a world of multiplying
strategic weapons.

—Modern technology makes any balance
precarious and prompts new efforts at
ever higher levels of complexity.

—=Such an arms race absorbs resources, tal-
ents and energies.

—The more intense the competition, the
greater the uncertainty about the other
side’'s intentions.

—The higher the level of armaments, the
greater the violence and devastation
should deterrence fail.

For these reasons I decided early in the
Administration that we should seek to main-
tain our security whenever possible through
cooperative efforts with other nations at the
lowest possible level of uncertainty, cost, and
potential violence.

Our careful preparations for the Strateglec
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) with the So=-
viet Union were designed to achieve this
objective.

Preparations for SALT

Our immediate problem was to determine
what measures would be most practical in
slowing the momentum of armament and
work out a procedure most likely to yield
useful discussions.

In preparing for these negotiations, we
were tempted to follow the traditional pat-
tern of settling on one agreed position and
launching discussions with the other side
on this basis. We could have adopted the
specific package proposal developed by the
previous Administration or we could have
quickly formulated an alternative plan. In
my judgment there were two major problems
with this approach.

First, I was convinced that we lacked the
comprehensive and detailed body of facts
and analyses to take account of the most
recent developments in Soviet and U.S. stra-
tegic programs.

Second, we would have been engaged in a
negotiating process—with the inevitable in-
vestment of prestige—before either side had
defined its purposes, There was a danger of
turning SALT into a tactical exercise or even
more the kind of propaganda battle charac-
teristic of some previous disarmament con-
ferences.

Too,. much depended on these talks, for
our nation and all mankind, to rush into
them partially prepared. We decided that a
clarification of objectives and factual data
would allow us to discuss proposals in &
coherent framework, and ultimately speed
up negotiations. We assumed further that
if the other side had a serious interest in
exploring the possibilities of strateglc arms
limitations they would have a joint interest
with us to analyze the issues which would
have to be resolved before a satisfactory
agreement could be reached. For an agree-
ment to limit strategic arms can be lasting
only if it enhances the sense of security of
both sides. It is in the mutual interest there-
fore to clarify each other’s intentions.

Therefore, instead of attempting to ham-
mer out an agreed government position or
a simple proposal, we chose a different course.

We first laid out preliminary models of
possible strategic arms limitation agree-
ments. We compared these both with each
other and with the situation most likely to
prevail in the absence of an agreement. This
process greatly improved our understanding
of the types of agreements we should con-
sider and pointed up some of the funda-
mental issues, In order to resolve these issues,
I directed the formation of a Verification
Panel to examine the verification aspects and
strategic implications of curbs on individual
weapons systems and then combinations of
them.

The Panel took each strateglic weapons sys-
tem in isolation (e.g., ICBM's or ABM's) and
explored all the issues that would be involved
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in its limitation. We knew that any agree-
ment had to be verified and we knew too the
reluctance of the Soviet Union to accept on-
site inspection. The Verification Panel there-
fore analyzed in detail what we could do
unilaterally. Specifically, it surveyed our
intelligence capability to monitor the other
silde's compliance with a curb for each weap-
on system; the precise activities that would
have to be restricted to ensure confidence in
the effectiveness of the llmitation; and the
impact of the limitation on U.S. and Sovlet
strategic weapons programs.

The analysis of our capability to verify
individual weapons systems provided the
building blocks for analyzing various combi-
nations of limitations. These building blocks
were combined In various positions which
can be grouped in three general categories.
This will enable us to respond to a broad
range of Soviet proposals. These categories
are:

1. Limitation on numbers of missiles. A
celling would be placed on numbers of mis-
siles without an attempt to restrain qualita-
tive Improvements like MIRV (multiple in-
dependently targeted re-entry vehicles). In
general, these options would stop the growth
of some or all strategic missile forces. They
would not change the qualitative race.

2. Limitations on numbers and capabilities
of missiles. These options would not only
limit the numbers of missiles but also their
capabilities, including qualitative controls
over such weapons as MIRV's. The hard issues
here center around verification since the de-
termination of quality requires a more In-
tensive Inspection than quantity.

8. Reduce offensive forces. This approach
would attempt to reduce the number of of-
fensive forces without qualitative restrictions
on the theory that at fixed and lower levels
of armaments the risks of technological sur-
prise would be reduced.

Each of these options was analyzed in re-
lation to various levels of strategic defensive

missiles, ABM's.

The manner in which these studies were
carried out eontributed to their scope and
their success. Discussions explored substan-
tive issues rather than exchanging rigidly

defined bureaucratic positions. Consistent
with the overall philosophy of the NSC sys-
tem, we focused on comprehensive assess-
ments of the issues and alternatives rather
than on attainable compromises. This pre-
sented me with clear cholices, clear disagree-
ments, and clear rationales. In the process
we established a comprehensive inventory
of the possibilities of a wide range of limita-
tions, This should greatly enhance our flexi-
bility in the forthcoming negotiations.

The SALT negotiations involve funda-
mental security issues for our NATO allles,
as well as Japan. We have fully consulted
them, engaging their views and expertise at
every stage of the process. In July we dis-
cussed In great detall the relationship of
SALT to the overall strategic balance with
our allles and we presented the various op-
tions as we saw them then, In early Novem-
ber we consulted In greater detail on our
approach to the first phase of SALT. We in-
tend to continue to work closely with our
allies as the negotiations continue. We con-
sider our security inseparable from theirs.

This process involved the most intensive
study of strategic arms problems ever made
by this or any other government., And this
process had several advantages. We were not
tled to a single position; Instead we had
building blocks for several different positions
depending on our decisions and what might
prove negotiable. Opening talks with the
Soviets could concentrate on the principles
and objectives underlying any type of stra-
tegic arms agreement. -

Preliminary talks in Helsinkl opened No-
vember 17 and continued until December 22.
Our experience there confirmed the validity
of our approach. The discussions were seri-
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ous and businesslike. The Soviet represent-
atives demonstrated considerable prepara-
tilon. They also seemned to welcome the
“bulilding block” approach. We were able to
develop an agreed work program for further
discussions without acrimony and in full
awareness of the likely nature of such dis-
cussions. Above all, we could explore each
other’s purposes without getting bogged
down In negotiating details.

From a discussion of basic principles and
objectives we plan to move in April in Vi-
enna to more specific positions. We enter
this next phase with a well-developed body
of technical analysis and evaluations, which
is being continuously expanded and im-
proved by the Verification Panel and the
NSC process. And we will make a determined
effort throughout these negotiations to reach
agreements that will not only protect our
national security but actually enhance it.

Chemical and Biological Weapons

We are prepared to take any unilateral
arms control action that will not compro-
mise our security and will minimize the
danger that certain weapons will ever be de-
veloped or used by any nation. A good ex-
ample is the field of chemical and biological
weapons. After extensive study, I determined
that a new American policy would strengthen
ongoing multilateral efforts to restrict the
use of these weapons by international law.
We hope that other nations will follow our
example and restrict their own programs
unilaterally.

When I took office, the chemical and bio-
logical defense programs of the United States
had gone unexamined and unanalyzed by
policymakers for 15 years. I directed a com-
prehensive NSC system review of the prem-
ises, issues, and technical details involved.
This major six-month study was the first
thorough reassessment of this subject that
had ever taken place at the Presidential
level. After a National Security Council
meeting in early November, I announced my
specific decisions on November 25:

—Chemical Warfare: First, I reafirmed the
longstanding policy that the United States
Wwill never be the first to use lethal chemicals
in any conflict. Second, I extended this pol-
Icy to include incapacitating chemical weap-
ons. Third, I am submitting the 1925 Geneva
Protocol—which prohibits the use of chem-
ical and blological weapons in warfare—
to the SBenate for its advice and consent to
ratification,

—Biological Research: I declared that the
United States is renouncing biological war-
fare, since biological warfare would have
massive, unpredictable, and potentially un-
controllable consequences. The United States
will not engage in the development, procure-
ment, or stockpiling of biological weapons.
We shall restrict our biological program to
research for defensive purposes, strictly de-
fined—such as techniques of immunization,
safety measures, and the control and preven-
tlon of the spread of disease. The United
States has assoclated itself with the objec-
tives of the United Kingdom draft conven-
tion banning the use of biological weapons,
submitted to the Conference of the Com-
mittee on Disarmament at Geneva in 1969.

In addition, on February 14, 1970, the
United States renounced offensive prepara-
tions for the use of toxins as a method of
warfare. We declared that we will confine
our military programs for toxins to research
for defensive purposes only, and announced
that all existing toxin weapons and stocks
of toxins which are not required for this
research would be destroyed. Although the
U.N. Secretary General and World Health Or-
ganization have declared that foxins are
chemicals, they produce effects commonly
decribed as disease, and are produced by
facilities similar to those needed for the pro-
duction of biological agents. Hence we de-
cided to remove any ambiguity in the inter-
est of progress toward arms control.
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As I stated on November 25, “Mankind
already carries in its own hands too many
of the seeds of its own destruction.” By the
examples we set, we hope to lead the way to-
ward the day when other nations adopt the
same principles.

Seabeds—Multilateral Arms Control

The responsibility for the control of arma-
ments is multilateral as well as bilateral. The
spread of technological skills knows no na-
tional boundaries; and innovation in weap-
onry is no monopoly of the superpowers. The
danger of competitive armament is univer-
sal. Without international constraints, the
planet would be menaced by the spread of
weapons of mass destruction to regions newly
explored,

Collaborative efforts to avert these dangers
have already produced a series of interna-
tional agreements:

—*to prohibit the testing of nuclear weap-
ons in the atmosphere, in outer space,
and under water.

—+to prohibit the proliferation of nuclear
weaponry.

—*to prohibit the use of Antarctica, or of
outer space and its celestial bodies, for
military purposes.

The United States has supported the ef-
forts of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament at Geneva to reach an inter-
national agreement prohibiting the emplace-
ment of weapons of mass destruction on the
bed of the sea. It is to the advantage of all
to bring arms control, instead of strategic
arms, to the ocean floor. The spread of weap-
ons of mass destruction to this new realm
would complicate the security problem of all
nations, and would be to no nation’s advan-
tage.

Conclusion

The first year of this Administration saw
significant progress in three areas of arms
control,

—Unilaterally, we announced the compre-
hensive chemical and blological policy
designed to set an example and encour-
age multilateral arms control in this
field.

—Bllaterally, with the Soviet Union, we
launched what could be the most im-
portant arms control discussions ever
undertaken.

—NMultilaterally, we made substantial prog-
ress toward reserving the wast ocean
floors for peaceful purposes.

In all three Instances we see our actions
as protecting America’s strength and en-
hancing her security, It is the biggest re-
sponsibility of this generation to avoid be-
coming the victim of its own technology.

Issues for the future

The issues before us are ample proof of
the challenge we face, The agenda requires
not only fateful re-examinations of some of
our old positions but also judgments about
trends in the Communist world and the ef-
fect of our negotiations on our relationship
with our friends. These questions include:

1. Strategic Arms Limitations
—Our approach to these negotiations has
been described in detail above.
2. Limiting the Flow of Weapons to Reglons
in Conflict

—When peace is in everyone's interest, we
must find a way to control confllct every-
where. We must not be drawn into confiicts
by local rivalries. The great powers should
try to damp down rather than fan loecal
passions by showing restraint in their sale
of arms to regions in conflict. We stand ready
to discuss practical arrangements to this end.

3. Resolve the Great East-West Political
Issues
—We continue to be prepared to discuss
the issues that divide us from the Communist
countries. Whether in addressing the cruel
division of Europe or the future security of
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Asia we shall try to deepen the dialogue with
the Communist powers. But we will not per-
mit negotiations to be used to sacrifice the
interests of our friends. We are committed to
the closest consultation with our NATO al-
lies, and we will maintain the closest contact
with our friends and allies in Asia.

4. Closer Cooperation In Potential Crises

—We must glve practical expression to the
common interest we have with the Soviet
Union in identifying or limiting conflict in
various areas of the world. Our choice is to
find a way to share more information with
our adversaries to head off conflict without
affecting either our own security interests or
those of our friends.

These are all difficult choices. Our careful
consideration of the issues involved in nego-
tiations with the Communist world will take
full account of them, as we proceed to bulld
a lasting peace without sacrificing the in-
terests of our allies and friends.

Conclusion
A New Definition of Peace

Few ideas have been so often or so loosely
invoked as that of “Peace.” But if peace is
among the most overworked and often-
abused staples of mankind's vocabulary, one
of the reasons is that it is embedded so
deeply in man’s aspirations.

Skeptical and estranged, many of our
young people today look out on a world
they never made. They survey its conflicts
with apprehension. Graduated into the im-
personal routine of a bureaucratic, techno-
logical soclety, many of them see life as
lonely conformity lacking the lift of a driv-
ing dream.

Yet there is no greater ldealism, no higher
adventure than taking a realistic road for
peace. It is an adventure realized not in the
exhilaration of a single moment, but in the
lasting rewards of patient, detailed and spe-
cific efforts—a step at a time,

—Peace requires confidence—it needs the

cement of trust among friends.

—Peace requires partnership—or else we
will exhaust our resources, both physical
and moral, in a futile effort to dominate
our friends and forever Iisolate our
enemies.

—Peace must be just. It must answer man's
dream of human dignity.

—Peace requires strength. It cannot be
based on good will alone,

—Peace must be generous. No issue can be
truly settled unless the solution brings
mutual advantage.

—Peace must be shared. Other nations
must feel that it is their peace just as
we must feel that it is ours.

—And peace must be practical. It can only
be found when nations resolve real is-
sues, and accommodate each other’s real
interests. This requires not high rhetorie,
but hard work.

These principles apply to our opponents
as well as to our allies, to the less developed
as well as the economically advanced na-
tions. The peace we seek must be the work
of all nations,

For peace will endure only when every na-
tion has a greater stake in preserving than
in breaking it.

I expressed these thoughts in my toast to
the Acting President of India at New Delhi
on July 31, 1969. I repeat it now:

“The concept of peace is as old as clviliza-
tion, but the requirements of peace change
with a changing world. Today we need a new
definition of peace, one which recognizes not
only the many threats of peace but also the
many dimensions of peace.

“Peace s much more than the absence of
war; and as Gandhi's Iife reminds us, peace
is not the absence of change. Gandhi was a
discliple of peace. He also was an architect of
profound and far-reaching change. He stood
for the achievement of change through
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peaceful methods, for belief in the power of
conscience, for faith in the dignity and grace
of the human spirit and in the rights of man.

“In today’s rapidly changing world there
is no such thing as a static peace or a stag-
nant order. To stand still is to build pres-
sures that are bound to explode the peace;
and more fundamentally, to stand still is to
deny the universal aspirations of mankind.
Peace today must be a creative force, a dy-
namic process, that embraces both the sat-
isfaction of man’s material needs and the
fulfillment of his spiritual needs,

“The pursult of peace means building a
structure of stability within which the rights
of each nation are respected: the rights of
national independence, of self-determina-
tion, the right to be secure within its own
borders and to be free from intimidation.

““This structure of stability can take many
forms. Some may choose to join in formal
alliances; some may chocse to go their own
independent way. We respect India's policy
of non-alignment and its determination to
play its role in the search of peace in its
own way. What matters 1s not how peace is
preserved, but that it be preserved; not the
formal structure of treaties, but the informal
network of common ideals and common pur-
poses that together become a fabric of peace.
What matters is not whether the principles
of international behavior these represent are
written or unwritten principles, but rather
that they are accepted principles.

“Peace demands restraint. The truest peace
expresses [tself in self-restraint, in the volun-
tary acceptance, whether by men or by na-
tions, of those basic rules of behavior that
are rooted in mutual respect and demon-
strated in mutual forbearance.

“When one nation claims the right to
dictate the internal affairs of another, there
is no peace.

“When nations arm for the purpose of
threatening their weaker neighbors, there is
no peace.

“There is true peace only when the weak
are as safe as the strong, only when the poor
can share the benefits of progress with the
rich, and only when those who cherish free-
dom can exercise freedom.

“Gandhi touched something deep in the
spirit of man, He forced the world to con-
front its consclence, and the world is better
for having done so. Yet we still hear other
cries, other appeals to our collective con-
sclence as a community of man.

“The process of peace is one of answering
those cries, yet doing so in a manner that
preserves the right of each people to seek
its own destiny in its own way and strength-
ens the principles of national sovereignty
and national integrity, on which the struc-
ture of peace among nations depends,

“However fervently we belleve in our own
ideals, we cannot impose those ideals on
others and still call ourselves men of peace.
But we can assist others who share those
ideals and who seek to give them life. As
fellow members of the world community, we
can assist the people of India in their heroic
struggle to make the world’s most populous
democracy a model of orderly development
and progress.

“There is a relationship between peace
and freedom. BecauSe man yearns for peace,
when the people are free to choose their
choice is more likely to be peace among
nations; and because man yearns for free-
dom, when peace Is secure the thrust of
social evolution is toward greater freedom
within nations.

‘“Essentially, peace is rooted in a sense of
community: in a recognition of the com-
mon destiny of mankind, in a respect for
the common dignity of mankind, and in the
patterns of cooperation that make common
enterprises possible. This is why the new
patterns of regional cooperation emerging
in Asia can be bulwarks of peace.
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“In the final analysls, however, peace 1is
a spiritual condition. All religions pray for
it. Man must bulld it by reason and patience.

“On the moon, now, is a plague bearing
these simple words: “We came in peace for
all mankind.”

“Mahatma Gandhi came in peace to all
mankind.

“In this spirit, then, let us all together
commit ourselves to a new concept of peace:

—A concept that combines continuity and
change, stability and progress, tradition
and innovation;

—A peace that turns the wonders of sci-
ence to the service of man;

—A peace that is both a condition and
a process, a state of being and a pat-
tern of change, a renunciation of war
and a constructive alternative to revo-
Iution;

—A peace that values diversity and re-
spects the right of different peoples to
live by different systems—and freely to
choose the systems they live by;

—A peace that rests on the determina-
tion of those who value it to preserve it
but that looks forward to the reduction
of arms and the ascendancy of reason;

—A peace responsive to the human spirit,
respectful of the divinely inspired dig-
nity of man, one that lifts the eyes of
all to what man in brotherhood can
accomplish and that now, as man crosses
the threshold of the heavens, is more
necessary than ever.”

RicHARD NIXON.

TaE WHITE HousE, February 18, 1970.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH-
ERIES TO SIT DURING GENERAL
DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries may
sit during general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move a call
of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The‘ Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 21]
Gibbons
Green, Pa.
Gubser
Hagan
Hébert
Henderson
Kelth

Eing
Eirwan

Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Ayres
Berry
Blanton
Blatnik
Bray
Brown, Calif.
Burton, Calif. Kleppe
Bush Long, Md.
Carey McDade
Celler MecDonald,
Clark
Clay
Corman
Cramer
Dawson
Dent
Dorn
Esch
Gallagher

Pelly
Pepper
Pettis
Pollock
Powell
Price, I1l.
Purcell
Reifel
Rosenthal
Roudebush
Scheuer
Springer
Stephens
Taft
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Tunney
Ullman
Waldie
Yates

Moorhead
Morse
Moss
Myers
Ottinger
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The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 369
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR. 2, TO
AMEND THE FEDERAL CREDIT
UNION ACT

Mr., PATMAN submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement on
the bill (H.R. 2), to amend the Federal
Credit Union Act so as to provide for an
independent Federal agency for the su-
pervision of federally chartered credit
unions, and for other purposes:
CoNFERENCE RerorT (H. REPT. No. 91-841)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2) to amend the Federal Credit Union Act
80 as to provide for an independent Federal
agency for the supervision of federally char-
tered credit unions, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

Secrion 1. Section 2 of the Federal Credit
Union Act (12 U.8.C. 1752) is amended by
striking out paragraphs (2) and (3) thereof
and inserting:

“(2) the term ‘Administrator’ means the
Administrator of the National Credit Union
Administration;

*“(3) the term ‘Administration’ means the
National Credit Union Administration; and

“(4) the term ‘Board’ means the National
Credit Union Board.”

Sec. 2. The Federal Credit Union Act is
further amended (1) by changing “Director”
to read “Administrator” each place It ap-
pears therein; (2) by changing “Bureau of
Federal Credit Unions” to read *“National
Credit Union Administration” each place it
appears therein; and (3) by changing “Bu-
reau”, each remaining place it appears, to
read “Administration”.

SEc. 8. Section 3 of the Federal Credit
Union Act (12 US.C. 1762a) 1s amended
toread:

“CREATION OF ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 3. (a) There is hereby established
in the executive branch of the Government
an independent agency to be known as the
Natlonal Credit Union Administration
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Administra-
tion’'). The Administration shall consist of
a National Credit Union Board (hereinafter
referred to as the ‘Board’), and an Adminis-
trator of the National Credit Unlon Admin-
istration (herelnafter referred to as the ‘Ad-
ministrator’).

“(b) The Administrator shall be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the SBenate. He shall
be the chief executive officer of the Admin-
istration and shall serve at the pleasure of
the President.

“(e) The Board shall consist of a Chair-
man and one member from each of the
Federal credit union reglons to be appointed
by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The Chairman
shall be appointed from the country at
large and shall serve at the pleasure of the
President. In making appointments to the
Board, the President shall appoint persons
of tested credit union experience.
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“(d) The term of office of each member
of the Board, other than the Chalrman,
shall be six years. However, the initial terms
of the members first taking office shall ex-
pire as follows: one on December 31, 1870,
and one at the end of each succeeding cal-
endar year thereafter. Of the members so
appointed, the President shall designate
one to serve as Vice Chairman for a term
expiring upon the expiration of his term
as & member, or upon the expiration of
the then current term of the Chairman,
whichever is earller. The Vice Chairman shall
act as Chairman in the absence or disability
of the Chairman, Any member of the Board
may continue to serve as such after the ex-
piration of his term of office until his sue-
cessor has been appointed and has quali-
fied.

“(e) The President shall call the first meet-
ing of the Board, and thereafter the Board
shall meet on a quarterly basls, and at such
other times as the Chairman or the Admin-
istrator may request, or whenever one-third
of the members so request. The Board shall
adopt such rules as it may see fit for the
transaction of its business and shall keep
permanent and complete records and minutes
of its acts and proceedings. A majority of the
voting members of the Board shall constitute
a quorum, The Administrator shall seek the
advice, counsel, and guidance of the Board
with respect to matters of policy relating to
the activities and functions of the Admin-
istration under this Act. The Administrator
shall make an annual report to the Presi-
dent for submission to the Congress sum-
marizing the actlvitlies of the Adminisira-
tion and making such recommendations as
he deems appropriate. Such report shall be
made after full consultation with the Board
and shall contain any recommendations or
comments submitted by the Board for inclu-
sion in the report. The members of the Board
shall be entitled to receive compensation at
the rate of 875 for each day engaged in the
business of the Administration pursuant to
authorization by the Chairman, and shall be
allowed travel expenses including per diem in
lieu of subsistence as authorized by section
5703 of title 5 of the United States Code
for persons in the Government service em-
ployed intermittently.

“(f) The financial transactions of the Ad-
ministration shall be audited by the General
Accounting Office in accordance with the
prineciples and procedures applicable to com-
mercial corporate transactions and under
such rules and regulations as may be pre-
scribed by the Compftroller General of the
United States. The audit shall be conducted
at the place or places where the accounts of
the Administration are kept.”

Sec. 4. Section 21 of the Federal Credit
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1766) is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new subsection
as follows:

*“(1) In addition to the authority con-
ferred upon him by other sections of this Act,
the Administrator is authorized in carrying
out his functions under this Act—

“(1) to appoint such personnel as may be
necessary to enable the Administration to
carry out its functions;

“(2) to expend such funds, enter into
such contracts with public and private or-
ganizations and persons, make such pay-
ments in advance or by way of relmburse-
ment, and perform such other functions or
acts as he may deem necessary or appropri-
ate to carry out the provisions of this Act;
and

“(8) to pay stipends, including allowances
for travel to and from the place of residence,
to any individual to study in a program as-
sisted under this Act upon a determination
by the Administrator that assistance to such
individual in such studies will be in further-
ance of the purposes of this Act.”

Bec. 6. (a) Sectlon 5108(a) of title B,
United States Code, i1s amended by striking
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out “2,7727" and inserting in lieu thereof
“2,734".

(b) Bection 5315 of title 5 of the United
States Code (relating to positions at level IV
of the Executive Schedule) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:

**(82) Administrator of the National Credit
Union Administration.”

Bec. 6. (a) All functions, property, rec-
ords, and personnel of the Bureau of Fed-
eral Credit Unions are transferred to the
National Credit Union Administration created
by this Act.

(b) The Director of the Bureau of Fed-
eral Credit Unions in office on the date of
enactment of this Act shall serve as acting
Administrator of the National Credit Union
Administration pending the appointment of
an Administrator in accordance with sec-
tion 3 of the Federal Credit Union Act as
amended by this Act.

And the Senate agree to the same.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
WiLLiaM A. BAREETT,
LeonoR E. SULLIVAN,
HENRY 8. REUSS,
WiLriam B. WIDNALL,
AvLBErRT W. JOHNSON,
CHESTER L, MIzE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JOHN SPARKMAN,
WiLLIAM PROXMIRE,
Warrace F. BENNETT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 2) to amend the
Federal Credit Union Act so as to provide for
an independent Federal agency for the su-
pervision of federally chartered credit unions,
and for other purposes, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report. Except for technical, clarifying, and
conforming changes, the following analysis
explains the differences between the House-
passed bill and the conference substitute.

Operation of the Administration

The House bill provided for an Adminis-
trator and a Board of Governors of the Na-
tional Credit Union Administration. The
Senate bill provided for an Administrator
and a National Credit Union Advisory Coun-
cil. The conferees accepted a compromise
provision calling for an Administrator and a
National Credit Union Board, with the un-
derstanding that the Administrator would be
the chief executive officer of the Adminis-
tration but would function in close and con-
stant cooperation with the National Credit
Union Administration Board.

COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD

The House bill provided for a Board con-
sisting of 8 members including a Chairman
and Vice Chairman and 1 member from each
of the federal credit union regions. It further
provided that the President shall receive and
give special consideration to the nominations
submitted by credit union organizations
which are representative of a majority of the
credit unions located in the region for which
a Board member is to be appointed. The per-
sons so appointed as members of the Board
were to be “selected on the basis of estab-
lished records of distinguished service in the
credit union movement.” The Senate bill
called for an Advisory Board consisting of a
Chalrman and 1 member from each of the
federal credit union regions, with the Chair-
man appointed at large and a Vice Chairman
appointed from the remaining Board mem-
bers. The Senate bill further provided that in
making appointments to the Board, the Presi-
dent should consider, along with other rele-
vant criteria, the experience of the person to
be appointed in the credit union movement.
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The conferees agreed to substitute language
which called for the make-up of a Board as
in the Senate bill with the exception of the
addition of new language providing that "“in
making appointments to the Board, the Presi-
dent shall appoint persons of tested credit
union experience.” The substitution of this
language is not designed to preclude persons
from serving on the Board who have not
actively operated a credit union, but is in-
tended rather to embrace as well persons who
have shown dedication to credit union prin-
ciples and philosophies.

TERM OF SERVICE

The House language provided that mem-
bers of the Board shall serve 6 years with
appointments terminated on a staggered
basis, The Senate language also provided for
a 6 year term ending on a staggered basis
but set a date of December 31, 1970, for the
expiration of the first term. The Managers
on the Part of the Senate insisted upon and
prevailed in their position.

FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATION

Although both bills contain descriptions
of the functions of the Administration, the
conferees, in order to make certain that the
Board and the Administrator work in close
cooperation, added the following:

“The Administrator shall seek the advice,
counsel and guldance of the Board with re-
spect to matters of policy relating to the
activities and functions of the Administra-
tion under this Act.”

ANNTUAL REPORT

The House bill provided for an annual re-
port by the Board, including legislative rec-
ommendations., There was no comparable
provision in the Senate language. The con-
ference substitute provides—

The Administrator shall make an annual

report to the President for submission to
the Congress summarizing the activities of
the Administration and making such rec-
ommendations as he deems appropriate. Such
report shall be made after full consultation
with the Board and shall contaln any recom-
mendations or comments submitted by the
Board for inclusion in the report.
Once again, this language is intended to
make certain that the Administrator and the
Board cooperate in the operations of the
Administration.

AUDIT BY THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

The Managers on the Part of the Senate
insisted upon and prevalled in their po-
sition that the financial transactions of the
Administration should be audited by the
General Accounting Office.

APPOINTMENT OF CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES

The Senate language outlined technical
functions of the Administrator and provided
a total of 6 positions in the grades of GS-16
and 1 in GS-17 for placement in the National
Credit Union Administration. The Managers
on the Part of the House agreed to the Senate
provision outlining the technical functions of
the Administrator and the Senate offered a
substitute for the classified position section
which was agreed to by the House. The
amendment would increase the number of
supergrades within the Federal service from
2,727 to 2,734. The Managers on the part of
the House agreed to the substitute with the
clear and distinet understanding of all the
conferees that the increased number of posi-
tions, 6 In the grade of GS-16 and 1 in G5~
17, will be allotted to the National Credit
Union Administration immediately upon its
creation.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
WiILLIAM A, BARRETT,
Lronor K. BULLIVAN,
HenNrY REUSS,
Wriam B. WiDNALL,
AvLBERT W. JOHNSON,
CHESTER L. MIzZE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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THE SCHOOL BUSING SITUATION
IN OKLAHOMA CITY

(Mr. JARMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I take the
floor today to bring to the attention of
the Members of this House a very un-
fortunate situation in my home city—
the school busing situation that exists
as a result of a Federal court decision.
Many families in Oklahoma City have
felt the disruptive impact of the busing
problem. Students are being denied the
basic American right to attend the
schools closest to their homes and are
being forced against their will to attend
schools more distant. This is a tragic
situation in the land of the free. The
right to freedom from force is as impor-
tant as freedom of speech.

Mr. Speaker, I am today introducing
an antibusing bill. I urge the Education
and Labor Committee to hold immediate
hearings on this bill to the end that Con-
gress pass legislation to protect families
from the busing of students and to pre-
serve our neighborhood school system.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO
SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE
TODAY

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of
the distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr, McMiLraN) I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on the
District of Columbia be permitted to sit
during general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
AND ASTRONAUTICS, TO SIT DUR-
ING GENERAL DEBATE TODAY

Mr. SISK. Mr, Speaker, on behalf of
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MirrLer) I ask unanimous
consent that the Subcommittee on Re-
search and Development of the Commit-
tee on Science and Astronautics be per-
mitted to sit during general debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 14810, PREHARVEST RE-
SEARCH

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction of
the Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 816 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. REs. 816

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be In order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
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14810) to amend sectlon 602(3) and section
608c(6) (I) of the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, so as to
authorize production research under mar-
keting agreement and order programs. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LaTTa), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 816
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for consideration of H.R.
14810 to amend section 602(3) and sec-
tion 608c(6) (I) of the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended, so as to authorize production
research under marketing agreement
and order programs.

The purpose of HR. 14810 is to au-
thorize research relating to the produc-
tion of commodities essentially on the
same basis that authority for market-
ing research is now provided with respect
to all commodities for which marketing
orders are authorized, other than milk
and its products.

Preharvest research would be financed
by levying assessments directly on the
commodity concerned and would give
growers and handlers an opportunity to
study harvesting methods and tech-
niques, variety improvement, and other
factors. Heretofore, growers have had to
rely upon research conducted by the
Department of Agriculture or, in isolated
instances, private individuals. Enactment
of this legislation would enable growers
and handlers to attempt to solve their
problems in a more timely fashion.

The Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that the cost of an amendment
proceeding solely for the purpose of en-
abling ongoing programs to create a pro-
duction fund to be $7,500; present indi-
cations are that not more than five or-
ders would seek the amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 816 in order that H.R.
14810 may be considered.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of the bill is to authorize preharvest re-
search relating to the production of com-
modities similar to that research now
permitted under the Marketing Agree-
ment Act of 1937.

Current law allows producers to assess
themselves to provide research funds
into better marketing techniques on all
commodities covered by Federal market-
ing orders except milk and milk prod-
ucts. This legislation will permit, under
similar regulations, research into pre-
harvest projects on these same commeodi-
ties.

The Department of Agriculture sup-
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ports the bill and estimates the costs of
amending existing marketing orders to
include the new authority at $7,500 each.
Present indications are that about five
marketing orders would be so amended.

There are no minority views.

Mr, Speaker, I have no requests for
time and reserve the balance of my time.

Mr., SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous guestion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 15165, COMMISSION ON
POPULATION GROWTH AND THE
AMERICAN FUTURE

Mr, SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction of
the Committee on Rules, I call up House
Resolution 819 and ask for its immedi-
ate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REes. 819

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
15165) to establish a Commission on Popula-
tion Growth and the American Future. After
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. At the conclusion
of the consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted, and the previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit. After the passage
of HR. 15165, the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations shall be discharged from the
further consideration of the bill 8. 2701, and
it shall then be in order in the House to move
to strike out all after the enacting clause of
the sald Senate bill and insert in lieu thereof
the provisions contained in H.R. 15165 as
., passed by the House.

Mr. SISK, Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio, pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 819
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen-
eral debate for consideration of H.R.
15165 to establish a Commission on Pop-
ulation Growth and the American Fu-
ture. The resolution also provides that,
after passage of HR. 15165, the Com-
mittee on Government Operations shall
be discharged from the further consid-
eration of S. 2701 and it shall be in order
to move to strike all after the enacting
clause of the Senate bill and amend it
with the House-passed language.

The purpose of H.R. 15165 is to estab-
lish a commission to conduct studies and
research and make necessary recom-
mendations regarding a broad range of
problems associated with population
growth.

The Commission will be composed of
two Members of the Senate and two of
the House, representing both parties;
and up to 20 members to be appointed
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by the President, who will also designate
the Chairman and Vice Chairman. Mem-
bers who are not Government employees
will be paid at the rate of $100 per day
and shall be allowed travel expenses, as
authorized for persons in the Govern-
ment service employed intermittently.

The Commission shall appoint an Ex-
ecutive Director and other personnel, who
shall not be entitled to compensation in
excess of grade GS-18.

The Commission will be directed to in-
quire into all aspects of population
growth in the United States and its fore-
seeable consequences.

It is to make an interim report to the
President and the Congress 1 year after
it is established and a final report 2 years
after it is established. It shall cease to
exist 60 days after the submission of its
final report.

There is no specific amount of funds
authorized in the bill; however, the Presi-
dent has recommended an appropriation
of $1,443,000 for the 2-year life of the
Commission.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 819 in order that HR.
15165 may be considered.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I wish to compliment the
Rules Committee on the offering of two
rules in succession which are wide open
for the consideration of legislation.

Mr. SISK. I thank my good friend
from Iowa. We try usually to do a good
job. Sometimes we do and sometimes we
do not. I thank the gentleman, anyway.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill is
to establish a Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future which
will conduct studies and research re-
garding a broad range of problems con-
nected with population growth and its
implications. It is authorized to make
recommendations to the President and
the Congress based on these studies.

The Commission membership is to be
two Members from the Senate and two
from the House representing both po-
litical parties, and up to 20 members to
be appointed by the President, who will
designate a Chairman and Vice Chair-
man. Those not Government employees
will receive $100 per day. An Executive
Director and other personnel is to be
hired and outside experts and consultants
may be retained.

Five areas of inquiry are set forth as
the mandate of the Commission:

First, the probable course of popula-
tion growth and related demographic de-
velopments between 1970 and the year
2000;

Second, the public resources required
to deal with the anticipated growth;

Third, the effect of developments on
the activities of local, State, and Federal
Governments;

Fourth, the impact of population on
our environment; and

Fifth, the means by which we can
achieve a population level best suited for
the Nation, consistent with our ethical
values and principles.

The Commission will have a 2-year
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life. An interim report is required after
1 year; a final report after 2.

The authorization is for “such sums
as may be necessary.” The President has
recommended an appropriation of
$1,443,000 for the 2-year life of the Com-
mission.

The establishment of the Commission
was recommended by President Nixon in
a message last July 18. A similar recom-
mendation was made in late 1968 by
President Johnson’s Committee on Pop-
ulation and Family Planning. Both Pres-
idents believe that the first step to in-
suring management of these developing
problems is to determine the facts and
to formulate systematic recommenda-
tions to combat them.

The bill is supported by all Federal
agencies and departments which are in-
volved, as evidenced by a number of let-
ters contained in the report. There are
no minority views and the bill has bi-
partisan sponsorship.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

3 l?l motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

PREHARVEST RESEARCH

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 14810) to amend section 602(3)
and section 608c(6)(I) of the Agri-

cultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, as amended, so as to authorize pro-

duction research under marketing agree-
ment and order programs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HovrrierLp). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Washington.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill HR. 14810,
with Mr. Burke of Massachusetts in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
FoLey) will be recognized for 30 minutes,
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Goonring) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.
I rise in support of H.R. 14810 and wish
to associate myself with the views of the
distinguished gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. FOLEY).

I would commend to my colleagues the
following features of the measure now
under consideration. HR. 14810 would
authorize producers of agricultural prod-
ucts, subject to marketing orders, to vote
to impose upon themselves an assess-
ment for conducting preharvest research
on a self-help basis. This is as it should
be, research on specialized problems af-
fecting a very limited geographic area—
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such as the mysterious rust affecting cer-
tain olive producing areas in California.

An unidentified disease has also at-
tacked peach trees in certain areas caus-
ing great loss. The cause of the disease
is unknown and there is no known treat-
ment.

Research on diseases of this nature
can be conducted on a private basis.

All growers subject to an order will
have an opportunity to vote on the im-
position of any assessment prior to the
initiation of any such work.

Finally, I would point out that the
measure will enable farmer-producers to
begin research irrespective of USDA rec-
ommendation or approval, In short, it
gives the farmer the right to do what
he feeis is needed for the improvement
of his crop.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from California
(Mr. McFALL).

Mr. McFALL., Mr. Chairman, in sup-
porting H.R. 14810, which would provide
that marketing orders and agreements
for agricultural commodities, other than
milk, will contain terms fo establish and
provide for production research. I was
one of the original sponsors of the legis-
lation which was referred to the House
Agriculture Committee for consideration.

The addition of production research
authority to the Marketing Agreement
Act will make this self-help legislation
even more effective and successful in the
future. At present, research in market-
ing is authorized under the act and is
working exceedingly well, but the need
for production research is becoming more
and more evident.

Marketing and production are so close-
ly tied together that one cannot func-
tion properly without the other, The mar-
keting system is becoming even more de-
manding, insisting on adequate and or-
derly supplies, standardized products of
dependable quality evenly spread as to
time of production and delivery. Produc-
tion and marketing research are both
needed in large quantities to meet the
American consumer’s ever-changing de-
mands.

The proposed legislation will provide a
method that will be orderly and equitable
for collection of production research
funds that will prorate costs of such re-
search over all segments of any partici-
pating industry in a fair and equitable
manner, Voluntary methods of collecting
funds for research are now being used
with some success, but nearly always a
few end up carrying the umbrella for the
industry. Equitable and adequate collec-
tions on this basis are impossible.

I believe production research is in the
public interest and such research is es-
sential for the maintenance of efficient
agricultural production, adequate food
supplies, high quality of food production,
and reasonable and fair consumer prices.
For these reasons, I certainly urge pas-
sage of this needed legislation.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr, Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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HR. 14810

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 674; 50 Stat. 249),
is further amended as follows:

(1) Section 602(3) of the Act is further
amended by inserting the words “such pro-
duction research, marketing research, and
development projects provided in section
608c(6) (I),” immediately after the words
“establish and maintain”,

(2) Subsection (I) of section 608c(8) is
further amended by (a) inserting the words
“production research,” immediately after
the phrase “Establishing or providing for
the establishment of”; (b) inserting the
words “or efliclent production" after the
word “consumption”; and (c) striking the
period at the end of subsection (I) and add-
ing a second provision reading *: Provided
further, That the inclusion in a Federal mar-
keting order of provisions for research shall
not be deemed to preclude, preempt or su-
persede research provisions in any State
program covering the same commodity.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HOLI-
FIELD) having resumed the chair, Mr.
Burxke of Massachusetts, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 14810) to amend
section 602(3) and section 608c(6) (I} of
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, as amended, so as to au-
thorize production research under mar-
keting agreement and order programs,
pursuant to House Resolution 816, he re-
ported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days during which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Washington?

There was no objection.

COMMISSION ON POPULATION
GROWTH AND THE AMERICAN
FUTURE

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (HR. 15165) to estab-
lish a Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota.

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 15165, with
Mr. Kek in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the
gentleman from  Minnesota (Mr.
BraTtNik) will be recognized for 30
minutes, and the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK).

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, HR. 15165 will estab-
lish a Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future to: First, con-
duct and sponsor studies and research:
and, second, make recommendations re-
garding a broad range of problems as-
sociated with population growth and
distribution and their implications for
America’s future. This bill was reported
from the Committee on Government Op-
erations without a dissenting vote.
Twenty-six members of our committee
joined in sponsoring the bill. Other mem-
bers of the House have filed similar or
related measures.

COMPOSITIONS OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission will be composed of
two Members of the Senate and two of
the House of Representatives, represent-
ing both political parties; and up to 20
members to be appointed by the Presi-
dent, who will also designate the Chair-
man and Vice Chairman.

ORIGIN OF THE PROPOSAL

The establishment of a Commission
on Population Growth and the American
Future was proposed by President Rich-
ard M. Nixon in a message to Congress
dated July 18, 1969. A similar recom-
mendation was made to Congress by the
President’'s Committee on Population
and Family Planning, appointed by
President Lyndon B. Johnson, which
issued its report on November 18, 1968.

In his message, President Nixon point-
ed out that the population of the United
States was expected to increase to 300
million in the next 30 years. More spec-
tacular increases are anticipated in the
world population during this period.
How to provide such elementary needs as
food, shelter, clothing, and transporta-
tion for this large number of people is
indeed perplexing. There is no doubt that
one of the most serious challenges in the
last third of this century will be our so-
called population explosion.

THE COMMISSION'S TASK

The Commission’s job will be to con-
duct an inquiry into the following aspects
of population growth in the United
States and its foreseeable consequences—
as listed in section 4 of the bill:

First, the probable course of popula-
tion growth, internal migration, and re-
lated demographic developments between
now and the year 2000;

Second, the resources in the public
sector of the economy that will be re-
quired to deal with the anticipated
growth in population;




3848

Third, the ways in which population
growth may affect the activities of Fed-
eral, State, and local government;

Fourth, the impact of population
growth on environmental pollution and
on the depletion of natural resources;
and

Fifth, the various means appropriate
to the ethical values and principles of
this society by which our Nation can
achieve a population level best suited for
its environmental, natural resources and
other needs. The latter two aspects just
read were added by our committee and
we believe they are necessary for a well-
rounded study of this serious problem.

OPERATION OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission will have an execu-
tive director and a limited staff of ex-
perts. It may contract out research to
universities and other institutions and
can obtain the assistance of Federal de-
partments and agencies. Its administra-
tive services will be provided by the Gen-
eral Services Administration on a re-
imbursable basis. The Commission is to
make an interim report after 1 year and
submit its final report within 2 years
after this law is enacted. The Commis-
sion will cease to exist 2 months after
the final report has been filed. We see
no reason why this deadline cannot be
met. I assure my colleagues that there
is no intention to give birth to another
bureaucracy.

In his budget message, the President
requested an appropriation of about
$700,000 for each of the 2 years of the
Commission’s operation. This, of course,
is a matter for the Appropriations Com-
mittee, but the sum seems to be a modest
one for the job that is being undertaken.
CHANGES WE MADE IN ORIGINAL ADMINISTRATION

PROPOSAL (8, 2701) AND NOW REFLECTED IN

HR., 15165, AS AMENDED

First. The compensation of members
of the Commission was reduced from $150
per day to $100 per day. This is more in
line with present practice.—Seetion 3(b),
page 3.

Second. The inquiry to be made by the
Commission was enlarged to include “the
impact of population growth on environ-
mental pollution and on the depletion of
natural resources.” This could result in
one of the most significant findings of
the Commission and possibly add a new
dimension to the many studies already
completed.—Section 4(4), page 3.

Third. The inquiry was expanded to
include “the various means appropriate
to the ethical values and principles of
this society by which our Nation can
achieve a population level properly suited
for its environmental, natural resources,
and other needs.” The Commission should
at least explore the question of what is
an “optimum” number of people that can
be sustained in the United States and the
means by which this number can be held
in bounds. No undue implications should
be read into this aspect of the study. We
are confident that the Commission will
be broadly representative of all major
points of view and should make its find-
ings and recommendations as objectively
and scientifically as possible—Section
4(5), page 3.

Fourth. We inserted the language:
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In order that the President and the Con-
gress may be kept advised of the progress of
its work, the Commission shall, from time to
time, report to the President and the Con-
gress such significant findings and recom-
mendations as it deems advisable.

This means the submission of interim
reports or findings during the course of
its work rather than wait until the end.
A much greater impact on the public
mind would be likely—Section 8, page 5.

HEARINGS

Our subcommittee hearings were on a
range of bills, all related to the popula-
tion problem and the action our Govern-
ment should take to meet it. Some of
these bills sought reorganizations of ex-
isting departments and agencies and also
the creation of new agencies. The au-
thors of these measures such as the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL), the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. Dap-
DARIO), with the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. MosHER) put forth persuasive argu-
ments for these structural changes.

The administration’s witnesses and
other Members including the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. DWYER)
presented cogent reasons for the estab-
lishment of the Commission at this time,
particularly in view of the pendency of
the 1970 census and the important bear-
ing its results will have on the Commis-
sion’s findings. They were buttressed by
the testimony of representatives of sev-
eral major national organizations in the
population field. These included: the
Population Crisis Committee, Planned
Parenthood—World Population, the
United Methodist Church and the Sierra
Club.

We were highly impressed by the re-
marks of John D. Rockefeller III, co-
chairman of President Johnson’s Com-
mittee on Population and Family Plan-
ning, who said:

In my opinion there is no problem facing
mankind today more important than the
population problem. It is not unreasonable
to say that to a very considerable extent it
underlies most other major problems and
their solution to a considerable extent de-
pends on its solution.

Quite frequently one hears a comparison
between the dangers of the atomic bomb
and the population explosion. We somehow
hope to avold the former, but we can see the
latter coming down the road right at us. Yet
there is very little being done anywhere in
the world that is commensurate with the
magnitude and serlousness of the problem.

WE NEED THIS COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman, the President recently
sent to the Congress a lengthy message
on the environment. Many of us have
been concerned with this problem for a
long time and have attempted to bring
our Government to a point where the at-
tack on air and water pollution and on
other aspects of the problem will be
commensurate with the need. I hope we
have reached that point and that both
the Congress, the executive, and the pub-
lie will be infused with the energy and
enthusiasm to overcome the contamina-
tion and destruction of nature’s great
gift to mankind.

But population growth is as closely re-
lated to protection of the environment
as fingers to the hand. Meeting the needs
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of population growth in one sense has
been a direct cause of our environmen-
tal difficulty. It took us 300 years to
reach our first 100 million people. It took
only 50 years to reach our second hun-
dred million. Current projections show
that our third 100 million will be reached
in only 30 years—by the end of this cen-
tury. This country has been blessed with
abundant resources and a superb tech-
nology that has given the majority of
our people a remarkably high standard
of living. But will our resources and our
know-how be sufficient to withstand the
onslaught of this population explosion?
We need the most accurate estimates we
can obtaln., We need the answers to all
of the questions this bill asks the Com-
mission to consider. We need to know
what reordering of our governmental op-
erations will be necessary. We need the
work of this Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLATNIK. I am pleased to yield
to my friend and neighbor, the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What is there that this
Commission can do that the Department
of Commerce, as an example, cannot al-
ready do with respect to information and
statistics concerning population growth,
and so on and so forth? What is there
that this Commission is going to do that
is so earth shaking? We all realize we
need to know all we can about population
growth, but what can this Commission
do?

Mr. BLATNIK. It is not only the De-
partment of Commerce but there are
several other agencies like the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
and the Department of the Interior and
the Department of Agriculture and a few
other Government agencies that are en-
gaged in the process of accumulating fig-
ures on population growth, and obviously
these are available from Commerce and
particularly from the Census Bureau. But
what we do not have is in one package
the full story of where we have come
from and where we are today and we
need some projection into the future as
to what will happen within the next 10
or 20 years at least and perhaps even 30
years from now. What will be its impact
upon our whole society and its impact in
terms of determining our natural re-
sources and in terms of our public facili-
ties which are always further and further
behind in catching up to the public
needs?

It seems that many of the problems
we are dealing with today stem not only
from population growth but from the
lopsided and disproportionate concen-
tration of people in small areas, For ex-
ample, in the last decade, I think ap-
proximately 90 percent of the popula-
tion increase took place in about 3 per-
cent of our land surface. Of course, we
are going to have traffic congestion and
also air pollution and water pollution and
problems of garbage and waste disposal
and problems of mass transit, parking
and all of these problems. But you are
not going to solve these problems by per-
mitting these people to continue to pile
up these already crowded spaces.
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If 1 may try to explain it better, we
would certainly try to get the best judg-
ment, the best experience and brains in
this field to evaluate, interpret and col-
late this information und put it together
into one package.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, if you went to the De-
partment of Commerce today and other
agencies and departments of the Gov-
ernment, I am sure they would tell you
that they have the best brains in exist-
ence on this subject right now. I just
do not understand what this commis-
sion can do. Certainly there ought to be
the in-house availabilty and capability
to pull information together from the
various departments and agencies with-
out creating still another commission to
spend a lot of the taxpayers' money.

I do not believe you conform to public
law with respect to information on the
staffing of this new commission. I think
the report contravenes the public law on
that subject. How much of a staff do
you expect to finance through this au-
thorization?

Mr. BLATNIK. In the report the com-
mittee has shown the request for the ap-
propriation, and we have from the Bu-
reau of the Budget back-up information
to support the request. The estimated
staff is 21 full-time positions and 6
part-time experts, a total of 27 positions,
which will last for 2 years and will then
automatically expire 2 months after the
terminal date.

Mr. GROSS. That is 2 years; is that
correct?

Mr. BLATNIK. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. Under paragraph (¢) of
section 5, are you saying that they are
limited to six consultants at $100 a day?

Mr. BLATNIK. Yes. There will be six
part-time experts and consultants who,
when they are used, their per diem will
be limited to $100 per day.

Mr. GROSS. The report accompanying
the bill puts no numerical value on the
staff at all. I refer to paragraph (c) of
section 5 on page 6.

Mr. BLATNIK. The gentleman is cor-
rect. We do not have that detailed infor-
mation in the committee report. It will be
made available, if necessary, and we will
put it in the Recorn. We do have the
budget back-up for this request. In the
total life of the Commission on Popula-
tion Growth we would have for salaries
alone for the permanent staff of 21,
about $663,000.

Mr. GROSS. That is a pretty good
start in the number of employees, is it
not? Does the gentleman expect to see
that increase in the second year of the
life of the Commission? And that does
not include anything, so far as I know,
for office equipment or for office space.
You gave me a figure for employees only,
did you not?

Mr, BLATNIK., That is correct. That is
just for personnel. The total would be
$1,443,000 for the 2 years. The salaries
for personnel, for the part-time experts
and consultants, the office expense,
travel, and whatever else is involved, the
total would be a little over $700,000 a
year.

Mr. GROSS. I wish somewhere along
the line we could abolish a few com-
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missions instead of creating more of
them all the time, For the life of me I
cannot believe that there is not already
in-house availability in the Federal Gov-
ernment to provide the information that
this commission supposedly will provide,
John Rockefeller III notwithstanding.

Mr. BLATNIK, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ERLENBORN) .

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN., I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to commend the gentleman in the
well, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ERLENBORN), and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. BraTNIK), chairman of
the subcommittee, for reporting this bill
out. I was one of the cosponsors of the
bill. I feel that the proposed commission
is very important. I know it will be very
effective in its study and will give us
some recommendations with regard to
this tremendous problem we face.

Mr. Chairman, we have beauty, full-
ness, and richness in our country. De-
spite our present abundance, we no
longer can assume that our land, air,
water, and resources will support a lim-
itless population.

We are no longer a frontier nation.

As a member of the Task Force on
Earth Resources and Population, I have
heard experts testify that we are coming
to the end of our natural resources, that
our seemingly limitless supply of the
needs of America is limited.

We can and must act to prevent a
vicious spiral of unchecked growth, pov-
erty, and depleted resources.

Through my membership on the task
force and on the Government Opera-
tions Committee, I have come to the
conclusion that we have a definite Fed-
eral responsibility to improve the qual-
ity of life.

Sir Julian Huxley put it very well
when he asked about the aim of pros-
perity. He wrote:

It isn't just mere quantity of possessions
or mere quantity of people . .. I would as-
sert that it must be to hold in trust, to
conserve and to cultivate the resources of
the earth and the resources of our own na-
ture., And so our aim should be to increase
the richness of life and enhance its quality.

We now have an opportunity to dem-
onstrate the Nation’s concern with popu-
lation growth by acting on the Presi-
dent’s bill, H.R. 15165, to create the Com-
mission. In my judgment, the amend-
ments added by the Government Opera-
tions Committee improve an already ex-
cellent measure.

By directing the Commission to exam-
ine the consequences of population
growth for environmental pollution and
natural resources, and estimating the re-
sources that will be required to deal with
the anticipated growth, we will strength-
en the Commission’s ability to address it-
self to one of the most urgent and timely
topies of national concern—one that the
President himself discussed so vividly in
his state of the Union message.
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Mr. Chairman, the President has hon-
ored the Congress by asking that two
Members of each House serve as mem-
bers of the Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future. The
Commission is but a piece of a compre-
hensive effort to control and improve our
environment. The Commission itself, by
involving Congressmen directly and by
reporting regularly will promote addi-
tional action. And we can count on it to
enrich such action with the knowledge
and wisdom that it accumulates.

Mr. Chairman, I took the opportunity
of the Lincoln Day recess to tour one
portion of my district. One of the major
concerns expressed by youngsters and
adults alike was how we are abusing our
environment.

Ecology is becoming an “in thing.” We
cannot let it die like most fads. It is
imperative that we treat this problem
seriously because the life and future of
mankind depends on our meeting this
challenge.

I urge the prompt passage of this bill,

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of HR. 15165 to estab-
lish a Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future. This legisla-
tion was recommended to the Congress
by President Nixon on July 21 of last
yvear in a message to the Congress. The
other body has already acted in response
to the President’s request and has passed
a bill similar to the bill now under con-
sideration.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the chair-
man of our subcommittee, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. BraTNniK), for
his prompt action on the President’s
request and the thorough hearings we
had in our subcommittee on executive
and legislative reorganization of the
Committee on Government Operations.
I also commend the gentleman from
California (Mr. HoriFierp) for the fine
work he has done on this bill and the
help he has given us.

Mr, Chairman, this bill has broad bi-
partisan support.

The bill under consideration is cospon-
sored by all the members of our subcom-
mittee. The bill is responsive to the Pres-
ident’s request. It would create the Com-
mission on Population Growth and the
American Future. I think it has been
fairly well described by the chairman of
our subcommittee as to its composition,
which will include two Members of this
body, one from each party, and two
Members from the other body, one from
each party, and up to 20 members to be
appointed by the President.

I understand, Mr. Chairman, it is the
intention of the President to appoint
members to this Commission from vari-
ous walks of life with expertise in the
kinds of problems that will be created by
the growth in the population of the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, to answer the gentle-
man from Iowa, at least partially, as to
the reason why we should have a com-
mission rather than to have this done
with in-house capability, we might have
gone to the Census Bureau or to the De-
partment of Commerce, but the question
of anticipating what should be done to
meet the problems of growth in the
United States is one that cuts across the
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jurisdictional lines of many of the de-
partments and agencies, probably of all
the departments and agencies of the
executive branch of our Government.

Yes, we can call the Census Bureau,
which we did today, and we can get facts
such as the fact that since this bill was
reported on December 10, 1969, and to-
day when the bill is under consideration
the population of the United States has
increased by 365,000 people. That is a
great many people in that period of
time. That is an interesting fact. We
can contact the Department of Com-
merce and get other facts, but we have
to relate these facts to what is the De-
partment of Transportation going to do
in the field of seeing that we make plans
so that our transportation system will be
adequate. We have to consider what the
Department of Agriculture is going to do
to anticipate the growth in this country
and the growth in demand for edible
food. What will the other departments
and agencies do to accommodate them-
selves to the problems we see arising in
the immediate future as a result of the
population growth?

It is for this purpose that the Presi-
dent has asked that the Commission be
formed, that it spend 2 years examining
this problem, and that it come up with
recommendations as to what we should
be anticipating in the way of problems
and what we should be doing to formu-
late plans to solve these problems as they
arise.

Mr. Chairman, I think the legislation
is meritorious. It has almost unanimous
support, bipartisan support from our
Committee on Government Operations.
As I mentioned, it already has passed
the other body. I hope this body adopts
the bill overwhelmingly here today.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will this
Commission go into interest rates as they
relate to housing and that whole ball of
wax?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I would answer the
gentleman that I think this would not
be outside the scope of the inquiry of the
Commission. The question of adequate
housing for the population growth will
be affected by many factors, one of them
the availability of skilled labor and an-
other the question of proper financing.
I think the Commission could legiti-
mately inguire into this question.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PatMAN) has wanted to
abolish the Federal Reserve Board. Since
this Commission is apparently going to
be involved in everything, including in-
terest rates, perhaps it could take over
the functions of the Federal Reserve.

Mr. ERLENBORN. The gentleman
may anticipate what might be done by
the gentleman from Texas. I would not
doubt the gentleman from Texas might
again make that recommendation.

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 15165
which would establish a Commission on
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Population Growth and the American
Future. As you know, this was one of the
major recommendations made by Presi-
dent Nixon in his population message of
July 18, 1969, In that message, the Presi-
dent eloquently stated the need for such
a commission in the following manner:

One of the most serlous challenges to hu-
man destiny in the last third of this cen-
tury will be the growth of the population.
Whether man's response to that challenge
will be a cause for pride or for despair in
the year 2000 will depend very much on what
we do today. If we begin our work in an
appropriate manner, and if we continue to
devote a considerable amount of attention
and energy to this problem, then mankind
will be able to surmount this challenge as it
has surmounted so many during the long
march of civilization.

In his state of the Union address, the
President again raised the question of
how we will deal with the'100 million in-
crease in population expected in the next
30 years and he called on the Congress
to join with him in developing a “na-
tional growth policy.” Such a policy
would include Government decisions on
buying and selling land, building high-
ways, airports, and other public faeili-
ties “with the clear objective of aiding a
balanced growth for America;” building
new cities and rehabilitating old ones;
and seeking to “create a new rural en-
vironment which would not only stem
the migration to urban centers but re-
verse it.” These are all areas which will
be dealt with by the proposed Population
Growth Commission which we are con-
sidering today.

Commenting on the President’s pro-
posed “national growth policy,” Wash-
ington Post columnist David S. Broder
put it this way:

If we are at all serlous about Improving the
environment in which the next generations
of Americans will live, no cause is more
compelling than the one to which the Presi-
dent summoned Congress last week,

The bill before us today would charge
the new Commission with five specific re-
sponsibilities: First, to chart the probable
course of population growth, internal
migration, and related demographic de-
velopments in the next 30 years; second,
to determine the resources required from
the public sector of the economy to deal
with the anticipated population growth;
third, to determine the ways in which the
population growth may affect the activi-
ties of Federal, State, and local govern-
ment; fourth, to study the impact of
population growth on environmental pol-
lution and resource depletion; and, fifth,
to study the relationship between our so-
ciety's ethical values and principles and
the need to achieve a population level
properly suited for its environment, nat-
ural resources, and other needs.

Mr. Speaker, these are all questions
which we in the Congress must have an-
swers for if we are to effectively meet the
challenge of population growth and all
of its far-reaching implications. Hope-
fully, the Commission which we are au-
thorizing today will be of great value to
us in meeting that challenge.

Richard D. Lamm, writing in the Jan-
uary 1970 issue of the American Bar As-
sociation Journal, states:
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The changes brought by the Reproductive
Revolution, both in the law and our other
institutions, will be as large as the changes
brought by the Industrial Revolution.

Mr. Lamm goes on to warn of the sa-
cial and economic costs of the “popula-
tion explosion™:

More than 40 percent of America’s popula-
tion lives in twenty-eight metropolitan areas
that contain more than one million inhab-
itants each. Seventy per cent lives on 2 per
cent of the land, and the resulting problems
of transportation, housing, recreatlon and
overlapping government units add enormous-
ly to the costs and size of government.

And James L. Sundquist of the Brook-
ings Institution. in a recent issue of
the Public Interest. claims that by the
turn of the century 187 million of our
300 million population will be living in
“four huge urban agglomerations” fac-
ing the Atlantic, the Pacific, the Gulf of
Mexico, and the Great Lakes. The rest of
our country will continue to lose popula-
tion as in the 1960's when a third of our
Nations’ counties actually lost population
to the already overcrowded metropolitan
areas beset by a widening gap between
problems and solutions.

Mr. Speaker, I think all this points
to the priority which we must give to a
“national growth policy” for the future,
one which will give us some hope that
we actually do have a future. The Com-
mission which we are establishing today
will not be a panacea, nor can it begin
to answer all the questions which must be
answered. But it is an encouraging and
necessary first step and I therefore
strongly urge the passage of HR. 15165.

At this point in the Recorp I would
like to include certain extraneous mate-
rial relating to the foregoing remarks.
The *tems follow:

[From the American Bar Assoclation Journal,
January 1970
THE REPRODUCTIVE REVOLUTION
(By Richard D. Lamm))

(Nore—Just as the Industrial Revolution
drastically altered the structure of society,
80 the Reproductive Revolution, unless
brought under control, will change our en-
vironment and our lives. After centuries of
encouraging human fertility, man must now
face the necessity of forging a new ethic
of fertility forbearance. The development of
laws to this end will be the job of lawyers
and lawmakers.)

Man and his institutions are having to
deal more and more with the problems re-
sulting from fertility. After eons during
which man structured his institutions to pro-
mote fertility in line with the Biblical in-
junction to “Be fruitful, and multiply and
replenish the earth”, man is forging a new
ethle, “Be fruitful, but multiply cautiously.”

The evidence is everywhere. The last three
Presidents of the United States have warned
about the dangers of overpopulation,! and
politicians, who historically have avolded the
subject of birth control, have voted funds
for both foreign and domestic family plan-
ning. Recently sixty-four Representatives
and twenty-four Senators co-sponsored a
proposed Family Planning and Population
Act?®

Twenty-six states in their last legislative
session had proposals for drastic liberaliza-
tion of abortion laws? and ten states within
the last two years have substantially liberal-
ized their laws on therapeutic abortion.t In

Footnotes at end of article.
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1969 in the state legislatures there were in-
troduced thirteen bills that would have re-
pealed all grounds for abortion and left the
decision to the woman and her physician}®
and the Colorado legislature seriously consid-
ered an amendment that after 1972 would
have limited income tax exemptions to three
to a family.

The courts also are feeling the thrust for
change. The United States Supreme Court
has held unconstitutional laws that restrict
medical advice concerning means of con-
traception,’ and state laws on abortion are
under attack.”

The current conflict in the law over prob-
lems arising from fertility will increase, not
decrease; the subject serves as a microcosm
to study the law in transition. If “a page of
history is worth a volume of logic" it would
seem that the relentless geometry of popula-
tion will have much more to do with the law
than stare decisis and that the changes
brought by the Reproductive Revolution,
both in the law and our other institutions,
will be as large as the changes brought by
the Industrial Revolution.

JUST SERIOUS, OR ALREADY A CAUSE FOR DESPAIR?

The world's population is 3.5 billion, with
70 million added annually. The average an-
nual growth rate experienced by man in the
last one-half milllon years has been .000005,
while today he grows at a rate exceeding 2
per cent. At the current rate of 2.1 per cent,
the world’s present population will double
within thirty-three years. Few, if any,
economists or demographers argue that there
is no danger from the population explosion.
The argument seems to be between those
who think it is *“serlous” and those more
despairing who contend that population
growth means certain disaster, with pre-
dictions ranging from starvation to soclal
disorder.

The mere arithmetic of population sug-
gests concern. As Robert 8. McNamara, Pres-
ident of the World Bank, pointed out last
year, “A child born today, living on into his
seventies, would know a world of 15 billion.
His grandson would share the planet with
60 billion.” The figure of 60 billion is beyond
responsible projections as to the carrying
capacity of the earth. Whatever that capac-
ity is, an Increasing number of people are
suggesting that this and the next genera-
tions will have to devise thelr institutions so
as to bring about population stability.®

BIRTH RATE MUST DROP OR DEATH RATE MUST
RISE

Numerous other solutions to overpopula-
tion have been considered by experts and re-
jected. New kinds of grains and other food
will bring temporary relief but will do little
to alleviate the long-term pressures of popu-
lation. Other solutions fail to provide relief,
and most demographers are agreed that
either the birth rate must go down or the
death rate must go up. Many experts suggest
that it is already too late to prevent large-
scale famine; C. P. Snow, the distinguished
British sclentist and novellst, recently stated
that in the view of men of sober judgment
“many millions of people in poor countries
are going to starve to death before our eyes.”

Population stabilization is such an un-
precedented objective that none can fully
project what it may require. In India the
parliament recently debated a proposal that
would require mandatory sterilization after
three children. One official stated to me In
response to criticism of his proposal, “If the
law says & man can have only one wife, why
can't we say he can only have three chil-
dren?"

Mankind is heading into a massive struggle
with his own fertility, and there is already an
indication that coercion and involuntary
controls may be necessary.® Despite this grim

Footnotes at end of article.
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background, we find that our institutions,
legal and nonlegal, still encourage fertility.
Birth control, abortion and sterilization are
restricted in varying degrees by law.@® We
find our historic legal structure promoting
fertility rather than being neutral. The tax
laws discriminate in favor of married people
and subsidize children through deductions.
The courts in some states have held that a
spouse who does not wish to have children
violates the obligations of marriage! and
various laws have prohibited or restricted the
sale or use of contraceptives.:?

2.7 BILLION PEOFLE PER SQUARE FOOT

America cannot claim immunity to prob-
lems of population, While our growth rate is
only 1.1 per cent a year, it is becoming in-
creasingly clear that even this rate cannot be
sustained world-wide. A 1 per cent growth
rate over the last 5,000 years would have pro-
duced a contemporary population of 2.7 bil-
lion people for each square foot of land.®
On a more short-term projection, an increas-
ing number of people are suggesting dire
consequences from American population
growth in the immediate future. The United
States at present accounts for approximately
6 per cent of the world’s population, yet it
consumes more than 50 per cent of the
world resources, and the percentage of con-
sumption is increasing. Taking the entire
world’s known reserves of lead, zinc, copper,
oll and iron ore and doubling them for un-
discovered amounts of each mineral (an ex-
ceedingly optimistic calculation), we find
that it is Impossible to support all the 3.3
billion people now on earth at a standard of
living equal to that of an average American
We must start asking ourselves, as did The
New York Times, “How long we may be an
island of plenty in a sea of misery?”

It has been suggested that to admit to a
world population problem but deny a domes-
tic population problem is like a fisherman
saying to his companion, “Your end of the
boat is sinking.” ** It is becoming increasingly
obvious that the United States has a popula-
tion problem without regard to the world
situation.

The demands on our recreational resources,
the problems of pollution and congestion, the
inevitable growth of government and the in-
crease in restrictions on human action sug-
gest drastic changes in the life pattern of
an average American.1®

The amount of capital for public purposes
to meet a 1 percent population growth is esti-
mated to be $50 billion a year. For every 1,000
new Americans we need an additional 36.5
million gallons of water a year, plus sewers
and treatment plants to handle an additional
62,000 pounds of organic water pollutants a
year.

Census projections for 1985 range from a
high of 2756 million to a low of 242 million.
The difference between these two represents
an extra 20 million school children at an
education cost of a minimum of $300 bil-
lion. It is the view of many that this in-
vestment should be made in more urban
development rather than more children.
Whichever of the census figures proves cor-
rect, the children will find a vastly more
crowded world. For Instance, while their
parents shared the national parks with 33
million visitors in 1850, 79 million in 1960
and 140 million in 1967, by 1985 they will
have to share the national parks with an
estimated 280 million fellow visitors.

ADD THE “POPULATION IMPLOSION"

To this add the social and economic costs
of the “population implosion.” More than
40 per cent of America’s population lives
in twenty-eight metropolitan areas that con-
taln more than one million inhabitants each.
Seventy per cent lives on 2 per cent of the
land, and the resulting problems of trans-
portation, housing, recreation and overlap-
ping government units add enormously to
the costs and size of government. Whether
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because of the population explosion or the
population implosion or both, crowding
more Americans into 3,628,150 square miles
of land will mean at a minimum more re-
strictions, more regimentation and a high-
er per capita cost of government.

The historic reasons for forcing fertility
were valid when man had to fill an empty
earth, but we must now change our institu-
tions to reflect the changed circumstances
of a finite earth. The reasons behind fore-
ing motherhood on a woman in an empty
continent with a frontier are missing in 1970
America when our federally financed publie
assistance programs cost $7.8 billion a year
and one of twenty children are on relief.
Studies show today that if ADC mothers
were permitted to have only the number of
children they wanted, the United States
would save £600 million a year on ADC costs
alone.™

The decision of Griswcld v. Connecticut,
381 U.8. 479 (1965), and the recent move-
ment toward removal of restrictions on abor-
tion show some trend in our legal institu-
tions to meet the problem of fertility. The
new-found *“right of privacy” announced
in Griswold would seem to apply with equal
force to laws that restrict the availability of
sterilization or abortion. Restricting a wom-
an's right to abortion, no less than to con=-
traception, (1) is at war with accepted
standards of medical practice, (2) invades the
sacred realm of marital privacy by denying
married couples the right to plan the future
of their family, (3) forces the birth of de-
formed children, or leaves abstinence as the
alternative, (4) 1s largely unenforced, yet
hangs llke a cloud over the medical profes-
sion, (5) results in discrimination against
people in lower economic brackets, (6) is in
conflict with one of the world’'s most critical
problems today, the population explosion,
and (7) involves the imposition of a religious
principle on the entire community by gov-
ernment sanction.®

FAMILY PLANNING IS A HUMAN RIGHT

The Supreme Court, if it does extend Gris-
wold to abortion, cannot be faulted for be-
ing too far ahead of soclety. Generally, other
representative Institutions of society have
indicated a belief that it Is a woman’s per-
sonal right to decide whether to bear chil-
dren, The American Public Health Associa-
tlon in 1968 declared that a couple have “an
accepted right to determine freely the num-
ber and spacing of their children.” The
Citizen’s Advisory Council on the Status of
Women, appointed by the President of the
United States, stated that the “right of a
woman to determine her own reproductive
life is a basic human right . . .”, The Family
Law Section of the American Bar Assoclation
has concluded, “The changes in our decisional
and statutory law express a general recogni-
tion that the right to limit family size 1s a
basic human right—that the individual has a
right to free choice and self-determination
in regard to procreation.”

Despite the claim by the Supreme Court
in Griswold that “We deal with a right of
privacy older than the BIill of Rights—old-
er than our political parties, older than our
school system'™, there was at the time of
the passage of the Fourteenth Amendment no
fundamental right not to bear children.
In fact, it has taken the women's suffrage
amendment, equal opportunities laws and
the various married woman's property acts—
all since the adoption of the Fourteenth
Amendment—to give women even the more
generally recognized property rights.

The new doctrine of Griswold would seem
instead to be more reflective of how the law
changes to meet the *“felt necessities” of
soclety, rather than the clarification of a
right “older than the Bill of Rights”, It is
becoming recognized throughout the nation
that it is both bad political science and
poor social science to force unwilling wom-
en to bear unwanted children.
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The law has already formed a foundation
from which it can and, I suggest, will strike
down all restrictions on a couple’s right to
determine the number and spacing of their
children.

Is this enough to deal adequately with
the pressures of population? Demographers
and other sclentists are suggesting that even
if everyone had the complete right to de-
termine his family's size, with contraception
and abortion freely available, there would
be little effect on the population explosion.®
A true “free market” will not stop population
growth in time to save our present freedoms
and emenities, and the question really is not
“How many children can we as a family
afford?”, but “How many children can we
as a nation afford?”

FERTILITY CONTROL MUST BE BOTH PERMITTED
AND INDUCED

Statistics avallable at present suggest that
making complete fertility control avallable,
while the first step, is no more than that—
the first step. The demographic effect of
removing all restrictions on contraception
and abortion probably varles from culture
to culture but seems to be Inadequate to
achieve population stability® Accepting
then, if for no more than argument, the
necessity for population stability, it appears
that soclety must devise something more
than the free availability of contraception
and abortion. Soclety at large may have to
discourage the raising of children.

At this point, all the case law so useful in
glving couples the right to control their
child raising turns around and protects them
against government action that would di-
rectly restrict childbearing. As early as Meyer
v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 300 (1923), the Su-
preme Court was afirming that the due
process clause included the right “to marry,
establish a home and bring up children.”
Skinner v. Oklahoma, 316 U.S. 535 (1042),
recognized ‘“the right to have offspring” as
a constitutionally protected “human right"™
and Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967),
recently affirmed the “freedom to marry” as
one of the “vital rights essential to the
orderly pursuit of happiness by free men.”
Griswold, which prevents government from
restricting contraceptive practice, also would
seem conversely to prevent government from
encouraging or inducing contraception.

Yet, any lawyer with a sense of history
recognizes that If the time ever comes when
this country’s survival or even welfare de-
mands restrictions on fertility, the “felt ne-
cessities” will outweigh “precedent.” As the
demographer Lincoln Day recently observed,

“Reproduction is a private act but it is not

& private affair, it has today far-reaching
social consequences.” Those social conse-
quences are increasing geometrically with
the geometric Increase in population; like
other new social problems, they probably
will have to be solved by law. The develop-
ment of law, strong enough to be effective,
wise enough to be acceptable, will be the
challenge of the new generation of lawyers
and lawmakers.
FOOTNOTES

1 Richard Nixon: “One of the most serious
challenges to human destiny in the last third
of this century will be the growth of the
population. Whether man’s response to that
challenge will be a cause for pride or for
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[From the Washington Post, Jan. 27, 1970]

PRESIDENT TAKES MaJor STEP IN URGING
PoPULATION DISPERSAL

(By David 8. Broder)

CaMBRIDGE, Mass.—In a generally over-
looked section of his State of the Union ad-
dress, President Nixon called on Congress to
join him in developing “a national growth
policy” aimed at channeling the 100 million
additional Americans who will join the popu-
lation by the end of this century away from
our overcrowded big cities and into more
habitable sections of the country.

Now celebration of the joys and virtues
of small town and rural life has been a
presidentlal tradition since Jefferson's time.
But if administration officlals are right in
saying that this passage of the President's ad-
dress was no casual bit of rhetorle, it could
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signal as significant a development in the
national policy as any recent President has
initiated.

There is no lack of evidence of what awaits
us if we continue to let population trends
continue as they have for the past three dec-
ades. But, as James L. Sundquist of the
Brookings Institution points out in an arti-
cle in the current issue of The Public In-
terest, it has been very difficult to engage
the federal government in serious planning to
change this trend.

Now the Nixon administration—so unlike
the stereotype of a Republican laissez faire
government in Its penchant for long-range
planning—appears ready to launch the first
serlous effort in this direction,

About time, too. For as Sundquist notes,
if current trends continue to the end of the
century, 77 per cent of the predicted 300
million Americans will then be jammed into
just 11 percent of our continental land area.
Only 36 milllon citlzens will live outside
urban areas of at least 100,000 population,
and 187 million persons (equal to our total
population only eight years ago) will be con-
centrated in “four huge urban agglomera-
tions" facing the Atlantic, the Pacific, the
Gulf of Mexico and the Great Lakes.

It is this grim prospect that Mr. Nixon seeks
to avert by consclously using governmental
policy to change the trend that saw “a third
of our counties lose population in the ‘60s,”
as he said, while “the violent and decayed
central cities of our great metropolitan com-
plexes (became) the most conspicuous area
of failure in American life today.”

The President suggested that the federal
government:

Make its future decisions on buying and
selling land, bullding highways, airports and
other public facilities “with the clear objec-
tive of alding a balanced growth for Amer-
ica.”

Assist in the building of new cities, as
well as rehabilitating old ones.

Seek to “create a new rural environment
which would not only stem the migration
to urban centers but reverse it.”

These prescriptions in themselves are
neither novel nor specific nor adequate. What
is important is simply the fact that the
President chose to highlight the problem of
population balance and has committed his
administration to action on it.

As Sundquist, himself an able official of
the Kennedy and Johnson administrations,
noted in his article, the problem, though
evident to scholars, never won a place on the
national agenda In the 1960s. Orville Free-
man, as Secretary of Agriculture, made a lot
of speeches on rural development but Presi-
dent Johnson offered little more than moral
support. The only major outline of a sub-
stantive program for population distribution
came in a 1968 report from the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
called “Urban and Rural America: Policles
for PFuture Growth.” Unfortunately, like
many other studies done by that useful
group, it recelved virtually no attention from
the press and the policy-makers,

Now Mr. Nixon, who last year gave the
most comprehensive message any American
President has dellvered on the general prob-
lem of population growth, has put this mat-
ter near the top of the national agenda and
has Instructed his Urban Affairs Councll staff
to make it the major area of study for the
coming year.

That by itself will help mobilize the re-
search capacity of government in the academ-
ic community, and, as Sundqguist notes,
research Is the first and most obvious re-
gquirement for developing a population dis-
tribution policy.

But if action is to follow from research, it
will take a commitment from Congress as
well as the President. An earnest Con-
gress’ awareness of the need would be a move
by the House Democratic leadership to bring
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to a vote the measure creating a Commis-
sion on Population Growth and the Ameri-
can Future. This legislation, requested by
the President in his population message last
summer and approved by the Senate, has
been languishing in the House Rules Com-
mittee. The Democratic Party and House
Speaker John W. McCormack have a clear
obligation to speed its passage.

Redirecting policy on population growth
will not be easy, for, as Sundquist notes,
there will be strong political pressures against
a policy that is avowedly designed to halt
the further concentration of people in the
big cities, The real estate and commercial
interests of those cities, influential in both
parties, have a large stake in their continued
growth, whether or not such growth is de-
sirable for anyone else.

But if we are at all serlous about improv-
ing the environment in which the next gen-
erations of Americans will live, no cause is
more compelling than the one to which the
President summoned Congress last week,

[From the Washington Post, Feb, 8, 1970]
It Is HicE TIME FOR AMERICANS To DISPERSE
(By James L. Bundquist)

(Note.—Former Deputy Undersecretary of
Agriculture, Sundquist is now a senior fel-
low at the Brookings Institution. His arti-
cle is excerpted by permission from the win-
ter issue of The Public Interest.)

By the end of this century, 100 million
people will be added to the population of
the United States. That is as many people
as now live In Britaln and France com-
bined. Where shall they live?

If present trends continue—Iif they are
allowed, that is, to continue—most of the
800 million Americans of the year 2000 will
be concentrated on a very small proportion
of the natlon’s land area. Projections of the
Urban Land Institute place 60 per cent of
the country’s population—or 187 million per-
sons—in just four huge urban agglomera-
tions.

One continuous strip of cities, containing
68 million people, will extend 500 miles down
the Atlantic Seaboard from north of Boston
to south of Washington. Another, with 61
million, will run from Utiea, N.Y., along the
base of the Great Lakes as far as Green Bay,
Wis. SBome 44 million persons will live on
a Pacific strlp between the SBan Francisco
Bay area and the Mexican border. A fourth
agglomeration, with 14 million, will ex-
tend along the Florida East Coast from Jack-
sonville to Miami and across the peninsula to
Tampa and St. Petersburg.

Most of the remaining 40 per cent of Amer-
icans will Iive in urban concentrations, too—
and big ones, In this decade, the larger con-
centrations have been growing fastest; met-
ropolitan areas over 150,000 grew faster than
the natlonal average of 9.8 per cent between
1960 and 1965 while the smaller areas grew
more slowly.

These trends, continued for the next three
decades, would place 77 per cent of the
coming 300 million Americans on 11 per cent
of the land (excluding Alaska and Hawaii).
Only 12 per cent of the population would
be outside urban areas of 100,000 or more
population. Is this the way we want to live?

Two questions are presented. The first
pertains to regional balance. Is it desirable
that population be massed in a few enormous
“megalopolises” along the seacoasts and lake-
shores? The second relates to rural-urban
balance (or, more accurately, the balance
between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
areas). Is it in the best interest of the
country, and its people, to continue Indefi-
nitely the depopulation of rural and small-
town America and the building of ever big-
ger metropolitan complexes, in whatever
region?
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FORCED MIGRATION

In short, the 300 million can be highly
concentrated in a few “megalopolises,” or
they can be distributed more evenly as
among regions and dispersed in a more nearly
balanced way among large metropolitan areas,
middle-sized cities and thriving small towns
and villages. Which do we want?

How each family lives is profoundly in-
fluenced, even controlled, by the size of the
population cluster in which it is embedded.
The degree to which population is massed
determines the amenity and congeniality of
the whole environment in which adults and
children live and grow and work. It affects
their personal efficiency, their sense of com-
munity, their feelings about the relationship
between man and nature, their individual
and collective outlooks on the world.

The impact of size is most emphatic on
the lives of the ghetto dwellers of the great
cities, of course, but no one in a megalopolis
is immune. The resident of Scarsdale or
Winnetka is not wholly spared the stresses
of big city life; the larger the metropolitan
area, the greater the strains and irritations
of commuting and the more inevitable that
the environmental pollution that arises from
population concentration will affect the most
idyllic suburbs, too.

In any case, the desirability of population
concentration must be measured by its con-
sequences for the majority of families who
live at near-average or below-average levels,
not upon the few who can insulate them-
selves in political and social enclaves.

So the question is, what kind of environ-
ment do we want to build? The nation,
through its government, has established poli-
cles on matters of far less crucial import, yet
the extent to which the country’'s population
will be concentrated remains essentially
lalssez-faire.

That would be all right, perhaps, if by
laissez-faire one meant free choice by the
individuals and the families that make up
the population. But it is far from that. The
movement of people from smaller to larger
places is, to a large extent though no one
knows the exact proportions, Involuntary,
forced migration.

Young people going freely to the cities in
search of adventure and opportunity make
up part of the migrant flow, but only part;
among the rest are millions of uprooted,
displaced families who have little desire,
and less preparation, for life in large cities
and whose destination is often inevitably
the city slums. These displaced families are
simply forced into the migration stream by
economic forces they cannot control.

The spatial distribution of population is
determined, of course, by the distribution
of jobs. With the exception of the limited
numbers of the self-employed and the re-
tired, people are not in reality free to live
just anywhere. The vast majority are em-
ployees who must live where there are jobs
and the location of jobs is not their choice.
The concentration of the country’'s popu-
lation is the result of employer-created job
patterns that the people have had to follow.

For the most part, employers have not
been free to create jobs just anywhere,
elther. They have been bound by consider-
ations of economic efficiency—the location of
raw materials and markets, the transporta-
tion cost differentials of alternative lo-
cations, ete. As a result, the basic pattern of
population distribution has been designed
by the play of economic forces, not by men
acting rationally as environmental archi-
tects; events have been in the saddle once
again.

Even in the absence of quantified evi-
dence, it seems reasonably clear that our
largest urban concentrations have grown
well beyond the point at which diseconomies
of scale begin to show. The costs of moving
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people and things within large metropolitan
areas are demonstrably greater than the
costs of moving them in smaller population
centers, Commuting distances are obviously
longer, the time loss greater, the costs
higher. The flight of industry from central
citles to the suburbs is a reflection, in part,
of the cost of transportation to and within
congested areas,

The cost of urban freeway construction
varies directly with the population density
of the area affected, and subway systems are
an enormous expense that only the larger
metropolitan areas require. Such muniecipal
functions as water supply and sewage and
solid waste disposal are probably also subject
to diseconomies of scale, for the simple rea-
son that the water and the waste must be
carried over longer distances. San Francisco,
for example, had contemplated dispatching
a TO-car train daily to carry its solid waste
over 300 miles into the mountains on the
Nevada-California border.

COSTLY CRUELTIES

The diseconomies are ultimately measur-
able, at least In theory, in dollars and cents.
Other disadvantages of scale are less meas-
urable but no less real. Air pollution, for
example, is a function of the dense con-
centration of automobiles. Similarly, water
pollution is more amenable to control in
areas where population is dispersed; there,
given the will, the way is at least available.

One other factor that must be considered
in any calculation of costs and benefits of
urbanization is the social and economic cost
of migration itself. To decide which new
plant location is really most efficient, it is
not enough to measure only the building
and operating costs of the plant, although
that has been the sole criterion of our lais-
sez-faire philosophy.

There are enormous costs, as well as ap-
palling cruelties, in the forced displacement
and migration of populations, whether it be
Negroes from the South, mountaineers from
Appalachia or small businessmen from the
declining regions of the Great Plains and the
Midwest. (In the 1950s, more than half of
America’s counties suffered a net loss of
population.)

Families lose their homes and savings and
equities and property values along with their
most deeply cherished associations; commu-
nities lose their tax base for public services;
community institutions wither. Some of the
migrants are too {ill-prepared, too sick or
too poor to adjust to city life successfully;
many of them wind up on welfare, and they
burden every kind of institution.

Yet these costs and losses are not borne
by the industry locating the plant, but by
people and communities, thereby entering
no one’s cost-benefit equation, no one's com-
putations of efficlency. If they did so enter,
then calculations of simple efficiency would
no doubt show that, as a general rule, it is
far more economical from the standpoint of
the whole society to create new economic
opportunities where the people are rather
than allow existing communities to die while
building other whole communities from the
ground up in the name of “economic effi-
ciency.”

Moving from the physical to the social
environment, hard data on disadvantages of
scale are even more difficult to come by. Yet
we know that as population in general is
concentrated, so is poverty (large ghettos
exist only in large urban concentrations)
and crime, drug addiction, family breakdown
and every other form of social pathology. It
may be specious to argue that rural poverty
is better than urban poverty when both are
bad enough, yet the fact remains that the
soclal evils assoclated with poverty tend to
be mutually reinforcing when the poor are
herded together in concentrated masses—as
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studies of public housing populations, for
example, have clearly shown.

Raclal tension and rioting are not limited
to big cities, to be sure, but in their most
terrifylng aspects they seem to be. Perhaps
most important of all, the problem of un-
employment and underemployment of the
urban poor appears all but insoluble In the
largest urban complexes because transporta-
tion systems just cannot economically link
the inner cities where the poor live with the
scattered suburban sites where the new jobs
are being created. In smaller places, by con-
trast, people can even walk to work.

For all these reasons, it is not hard to
accept as a hypothesis, at least, that our larg-
est metropolitan agglomerations are less gov-
ernable, less livable and economically less
sound than smaller urban centers. Moreover,
what little evidence is available suggests that
people do not like to live in unlivable places;
they are there, in substantial proportion,
against their will. A Gallup poll in 1968
showed that 56 per cent of Americans would
choose a rural lfe, if they were free to
choose, only 18 per cent a city and 25 per
cent a suburb.

FRUSTRATED FREEMAN

Over the last decade, only one leading
figure in public life has made it his mis-
sion to sound the alarm on the question of
population distribution policy. That was the
recent Secretary of Agriculture, Orville L.
Freeman. For the whole of his eight years in
office, he led a personal crusade for what he
initially called “rural areas development”
and later came to call “rural-urban balance.”

Before a House subcommittee in 1967, he
said, "I say it is folly to stack up three-quar-
ters of our people in the suffocating steel and
concrete storage bins of the city while a
figurative handful of our fellow citizens rat-
tle tapped resources and empty dreams.”
And then he got carried away: “The whip-
lash of economic necessity which today re-
lentlessly drives desperate people into our

huge citles must be lifted from the bleeding
back of rural America.”

Freeman's metaphors could be excused; no
one listened to all his years of sober pleas

and reasoned argument. True, President
Johnson gave him moral support and him-
self made a speech or two on rural develop-
ment and sent Congress some minor meas-
ures, but the subject remained low on the
President's priority list.

As for the congressional committees on
agriculture, which might have been ex-
pected to take some leadership, Freeman
could not even get them to set up active
subcommittees to consider rural develop-
ment.

The nation's intellectual community, in-
sofar as it was aware of the Freeman thesis,
treated it with a disdain that blended into
outright hostility. A composite view of the
urban intelligentsia toward rural America
can be portrayed, with a touch of carica-
ture, something like this:

Culturally, the clties have a monopoly,
and have had since the Age of Pericles, Ur-
ban means urbane; rural means rustic. The
theater, the concert hall, the museum are
exclusively urban institutions; the country-
side cannot produce the higher culture, and
those who insist on living there are, by def-
inition, both culturally unrefined and, what
is worse, content to remain so.

Economically, rural America is destined
for decay; the economic forces that built
the cities are too powerful to be reversed,
even if it were desirable to do so0. Freeman’s
“back to the farm” movement (which, for
the record, is not what it was) is romantlc
nonsense that flles in the face of every eco-
nomic reality.

Soclologically, rural America is a back-
water populated by misshapen characters out
of Faulkner, given to choosing as their lead-
ers men like George Wallace and Lester Mad-
dox and to hunting down civil rights workers
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and interring them on the banks of the Tal-
lahoga River. Politically, it is time that rural
America got its comeuppance; the farmers
have been exploiting the cities far too long
through outrageous programs that pay them
enormous subsidies to cut production while
the urban poor—and the rural poor as well—
go hungry.

Let the land-grant colleges—the ‘“‘cow col-
leges,” that is—worry about the Podunks and
the hicks and hayseeds who live there; we
are an urban nation now,

INTELLECTUALS RECONSIDERING

This picture of the rural areas is not,
unfortunately, wholly unrelated to reality.
The fact is that the rural areas of the coun-
try are disadvantaged in many ways: they
are culturally isolated (although their isola-
tion has been drastically reduced by televi-
sion and good roads); they have declined
economically; their governmental and social
institutions are often primitive and back-
ward; racial exploitation is rife.

But the citles are not all that superior.
There is truth, too, In Freeman’s counter-
portrait of big citles as places of “congestion
and confusion, crime and chaos, polluted air
and dirty water, overcrowded schools and
jobless ghettos, racial unrest . . . and riots
in the streets.”

But there are signs now that the intellec-
tual world may at last be rediscovering rural
and small town America and looking with
Iresh eyes upon the problem of rural-urban
balance. Like so many other trends of cur-
rent history, this one was set in motion in
August, 1965—in Watts.

The analysts of that explosion, and those
which followed, suddenly discovered that the
problems they called urban had rural roots.
“We're being overwhelmed!"” cried the urban-
ists. “Stop the migration. Get these people
off our backs!”

So the rural and the urban interest may
have converged, finally, and 1t is out of such
convergence that effective political coalitions
are born and problems attain their place on
the national agenda. The prospects for such
a coalition are expressed most sharply in, of
all places, the 1968 Republican platform,

“Success with urban problems requiries
acceleration of rural development in order to
stem the flow of people from the countryside
to the city,” reads the GOP's plank. The lan-
guage is not without irony for the party of
small town America and the party that en-
acted the Homestead Act. The subject is
treated under the heading “Crisis in the
Cities”; rural development should be acceler-
ated because the problems of the big cities,
where the Democrats live, must be solved.

The leadership for a rural development
coalition, also ironically, will have to come
from those very cities. Groups with names
like the Urban Coalition, the Urban Institute
and the Urban League will have to assume
the burden of worrying about rural America
because there is no rural coalition, no rural
institute, no rural league.

Nobody has ever organized to speak for
rural and small town people in the nation’s
councils as the United States Conference of
Mayors, say, and the Urban Coalition speak
for city people. Farm groups exist, to be sure,
but their interest is the economic interest of
farmers as producers, and most rural Ameri-
cans—whatever the definition of the word
“rural”—are not farmers but small town and
small city dwellers. And they are not orga-
nized at all.

When rural America is saved, it is clear, it
will be for the wrong reasons and under the
wrong leadership. But that is better than not
belng saved at all.

We can begin by defining one objective—
to bring to a halt, as nearly as possible, all
involuntary migration. The purpose of gov-
ernmental policy, then, would be to permit
people to live and work where they want to
live and work; if they prefer to move to the
big city, well and good, but if they want to
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remain where they are, the objective should
be to bring the jobs to them.

This proposal will be confronted at once
by the objection that some rural areas are
too remote, too backward to be salvageable
in any circumstances—that no matter how
much they are subsidized, they are beyond
the reach of economic opportunity. I hide
behind the qualifying phrase; forced migra-
tion should be brought ‘‘as nearly as pos-
sible” to a halt, and where a rural community
lies beyond the possibility of redevelopment
(the Appalachian “head of the hollow" com-
munities come to mind) then it is by defini-
tion impossible to help.

However, the number of people living In
such communities is far smaller than 1s usu-
ally believed, if one understands that the
jobs to be provided need only he near, not
at, the community concerned. Commutation
is a fact of life in this automobile age in
rural areas as well as on Long Island, and
rural people commonly travel daily to jobs
within a radius of 25 to 50 miles, Circles with
25-mile radii drawn around small cities
that have a proven economic potential—
proven by the fact that they are growing
now—cover the vast majority of the coun-
try’s rural population east of the high plains,
and if the circles are extended to 50-mile
radii, they blanket almost the whole country
but for a few sparsely settled sections of the
western mountains and the plains.

A population distribution policy, then,
would seek to encourage an accelerated rate
of growth in the smaller natural economic
centers of the country's less densely popu-
lated reglons. To effectuate such a policy, the
present approaches would have to be ex-
tended in both breadth and depth.

First, they would need to be expanded
beyond Appalachia and the other presently
recognized redevelopment areas to cover all
areas that are sources of out-migration. Sec-
ond, they would need to be greatly improved
in potency so that they have a decisive impact
upon the migration stream.

Present federal programs are limited to
public investment—roads, hospitals, voca-
tional training schools and so on—to
strengthen the “infrastructure" of the non-
metropolitan areas, and loans and loan guar-
antees to encourage private investment. To
these would have to be added the policy
Instrument of tax Iincentives that has
proved so effective In stimulating and chan-
neling investment both for war production
and for peacetime economic growth, If an
extra investment tax credit were available
for defined types of new industry located in
the places where the national population dis-
tribution policy called for it to be located,
then jobs would be created where the peo-
ple are rather than in places to which they
have to migrate.

WRITING THE LANGUAGE

The rub will come, of course, when Con-
gress begins to write the language defining
exactly the places eligible for benefits. Growth
centers that serve areas of out-migration
would have to be included among the bene-
ficlaries even though the centers themselves
were areas of in-migration. But only up to
a certain polnt. A cutoff population figure
would have to be established at the point
where a growth center is considered to have
grown large enough, or at least to be able to
attain its further growth under its own
power.

But given the old-fashioned booster psy-
chology that still conditions the thinking
of the leadership of even the largest citles,
Congress will find it difficult to deslgnate any
area, even the New York City area, as one
that is destined—if national policy can bring
it about—to stop growing. To most commu-
nity influentials, bigger and bigger still mean
greater and greater and richer and richer.
A population distribution policy may there-
fore ultimately have to await a major shift
in the national psychology.
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(Mr. BUSH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Chairman, I commend
the gentleman from Illinois and those on
the majority side for this important rec-
ommendation.

Mr. Chairman, I was a cosponsor of the
original legislation to create this Com-
mission along with the members of the
Republican task force on earth resources
and population of which I am chairman.

Our task force has studied the prob-
lems of population for 6 months. We have
held 23 informal hearings on the subject
and feel that we gained a great deal of
knowledge about the problems relating
to population growth, environmental
quality, and depleting resources. The
most significant and the most prevalent
thoughts that surfaced during our activi-
ties was the fact that the rate of popula-
tion growth that we are experiencing is
the root cause of our inabilities to man-
age our physical as well as our social
environment.

We have not found anyone who can
honestly say how many people is enough.
Obviously our standard of living is af-
fected by increased population and high
densities in our urban areas. Our indus-
trial revolution and our postwar boom
years have provided us with marvelous
technology that has improved our mate-
rial wealth and provided us with some
unique amenities. However, this same
technology has polluted our environment
in many varied ways. We find it more
and more difficult to maintain and pro-
duce adequate housing at reasonable
costs. I have been tangled up in traffic
jams as much as the next guy. A family
has to travel farther and farther away
from home in order to find decent recrea-
tional facilities. It disturbs me every
time I hear about small farmers having
to leave their land in order to find jobs
in the city because they can not earn
enough money to keep up with the ex-
penses and overhead of a farm.

‘We have been hit on the blind side.
We were not prepared for the changes
that this current population distribution
has caused, let alone the growth rate. We
seemed to have moved along nicely in the
fifties and the early part of the sixties in
managing our affairs and all of a sud-
den found ourselves all tangled up. Our
legislative mechanisms became snarled
because of the increased demands for bet-
ter services. Even though the Federal
Government supplied more money than
ever before to execute State and loeal
programs the administrating organiza-
tions could not get out from under the
workload to supervise the activities and
insure success. So many more young peo-
ple have been coming into the labor force
and so many people have been moving—
relocating, that too much apathy for
local government developed and com-
placency on the part of local leadership
resulted. Now it looks encouraging that
this is changing but it is going to take a
smart organization effort to enable local,
State, regional and Federal Government
organizations to work in concert with
each other to produce effective results.
It is all very good to have national stand-

ards for adequate housing, health serv-
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ices, education, and transportation for
all of our citizens but we must have local
organizations strong enough both in per-
sonnel and with the finances to cope
with the increasing demands for these
services. Most important is to marshall
the independent action of our citizens
relying less and less on Government for
results.

The work of this Commission with the
availability of the 1970 census data is
an excellent initial step in developing
the criteria that will be necessary in for-
mulating local, State, regional, and Fed-
eral plans for accommodating the ex-
pected 100 million new citizens that we
will be bringing into our society over the
next 30 years. It should also make visable
the areas where independent action can
be productive.

This whole problem of increased pop-
ulation growth has been studied to death.
I do not expect the data from the 1970
census to tell us much more than we al-
ready know. But it will give us the cur-
rent figures we need to make a sensible
case to the general publie. It is difficult
for me to believe that we can create Lhe
kind of awareness I think we all agree is
needed to induce independent action, if
we continue to use the 1960 census as our
base figures. As a matter of fact I see
the possible necessity in having a major
census taken every 5 years in order to
have confidence in our future planning.
Perhaps this is one of the recommenda-
tions the Commission will consider.

Currently 70 percent of our population
lives on less than 2 percent of our land.
If this trend continues, over 80 percent
of our population by the year 2000 will
be living in five major megalopolis areas:
Boston to Norfolk, Pittsburgh to Mil-
waukee, San Francisco to San Diego,
Chicago to St. Louis, and Houston to the
Gulf Coast. Can we change this distri-
bution? Should we change it? If we do
not want to change it, how best can we
manage these new areas? These are
questions I would like to see debated. It
is possible that the work of the Com-
mission would create a desire on a sig-
nificant percentage of the population to
redistribute and create new cities that
today do not exist.

I feel we need up to date indicators on
what percentage of our population will be
productive and what percentage will be
dependent. How many teenagers will be
entering colleges and universities? Will
there be enough classrooms and teach-
ers? How many elderly people will there
be living on fixed incomes? Will there
be enough services for them? Nearly half
of our population growth between now
and 1975 will be concentrated in the 20
to 29 years age group. This group now
accounts for only 14 percent of the Na-
tion's total population. The Bureau of
Labor Statistics indicates a need for 50
percent more jobs for the prime workers,
age 25 to 64 in the 1970's than there
were in the 1960’s. At the same time
there is expected to be 4 million more
mothers in the highly fertile age group
of 20 to 29 years. We have to be confi-
dent of our facts on this.

How can we convince these young
women to contain the size of their fami-
lies and have fewer children than is cur-
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rently prevelant? This I feel will be the
most important role of this Commission.
We do not need another study job. We
need from this Commission an activist
role that will involve every segment of
our society, particularly our young
Americans. We need some new thinking
about our prevailing attitudes toward
marriage and children. How we address
ourselves to this problem is going to take
an honest national debate and an edu-
cation of the consequences that our chil-
dren and grandchildren will face if we
continue this current growth rate. The
Commission should be the forum for this
kind of activity.

Hopefully the Commission will estab-
lish the need for a national policy on
population. While we will be preparing
ourselves for the expected 100 million
additional Americans by the year 2000,
we should be dramatizing the need for
a volunteer effort by our young Ameri-
cans to decrease the birth rate so that by
the year 2000 we will have stabilized our
population growth to where births do not
outnumber deaths. We must make our
young people aware that families can be
planned and that there are definite bene-
fits to be derived from small families.
Not only economic advantages, but so-
cial advantages as well. We must also
develop the awareness that these bene-
fits are not limited to the individual fam-
ily, but to the society as a whole.

It was with this thought in mind that
I recommended to the President that the
composition of this Commission be rep-
resented by youth. I am assured that it
will be. It is very important that our
young Americans can easily identify with
the Commission members. After all, it is
their future and it is their potential chil-
dren for which we will be preparing,

We need to do an exceptionally good
job in improving the effectiveness of dis-
tribution systems in the areas of family
planning education, materials, and serv-
ices. We need to develop the interest of
Americans who are itching to be involved
in volunteer work to consider family
planning activities as a prime need area.
This is where independent action could
be very effective. Again, I feel this Com-
mission should be the forum for develop-
ing new thinking in these areas.

The Commission should set some real-
istic goals, define the tasks to be accom-
plished and motivate mass action. Not
just Government action, but independent
action. This is a people problem and I am
confident that if the Commission acts
properly, the people will take action
through their civic organizations, church
groups, foundations, associations, and
fraternities to control our population
growth and improve our quality of life
for every citizen—rich or poor, black,
yellow, red, or white.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to my distinguished colleague
who has spent a great deal of effort on
the initiation of reorganization programs
over the years in this committee, the
gentleman from California (Mr. HoLi-
FIELD) ,

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the
bill we have before us today, HR. 15165,
the purpose of which is to establish a
Commission on Population Growth and
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the American Future, is probably one of
the most important we have had before
the Congress in a long time. The figures
of population growth are so startling
that I wish to repeat them.

At the time of Christ the population
of the earth is estimated to have been
about 250 million people. It took 1,830
years for the world’s population to grow
to a total of 1 billion people. In only 100
additional years—in 1930—the popula-
tion reached the 2 billion mark. In-the
year 1960, 30 years later, it reached the
3 billion mark: and finally in the year
2000, only 30 years from now, it is esti-
mated that the world's population will
be about 6 billion people.

Turning now to the U.S. statistics, in
the year 1790—180 years ago—our first
U.S. census revealed a population of 3.9
million people. The present estimate of
the U.S. population is about 203 million.
In the year 2000, thiz is expected to soar
to an estimated 320 million people.

It is because of these figures that we
have this bill before us today.

The Subcommittee on Reorganization,
of the House Committee on Government
Operations, chaired by my esteemed col-
league (Mr. BraTnik) held hearings on
this subject matter in mid-November.
Several bills were before us and the com-
mittee finally introduced the clean bill
which we have before us today.

This legislation has been requested by
the President of the United States. It has
been endorsed by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare for the
Nixon administration, and it was re-
ported unanimously from our commit-
tee. The Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future which
the bill establishes will sponsor studies
and research and will make recommen-
dations and provide its information to all
levels of government in the United States
regarding the broad range of problems
related to population growth and the
American future. The appointment of
members of the Commission follows prec-
edent as detailed on page 2 of the bill.
The duties of the Commission are out-
lined in five numbered paragraphs on
page 3. The Commission follows prec-
edent again in the recruitment and
staffing of the Commission staff. On page
5, the Commission is directed to make re-
ports from time to time to the President
and to the Congress, whenever they have
significant findings and whenever recom-
mendations are deemed advisable, They
are specifically directed to submit an in-
terim report to the President and Con-
gress within 1 year and a final report 2
years after the enactment of the act. The
Commission will automatically terminate
60 days after its 2-year report. The last
page of the bill contains the authoriza-
tion for appropriations, and the request
will be made for $1,443,000 for the 2 years
work of the Commission.

The time has passed when we can plan
for the future without definite informa-
tion as to the problems which our ex-
ploding population will make for future
CONgresses.

More and more people are beginning to
believe that unrestrained population
will have a catastrophic affect upon the
earth and its environment. We are con-
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cerned not only with a limitation of nat-
ural resources, but we are concerned with
the multiplication of problems which au-
tomatically occur when millions of peo-
ple are thrown together in our great
cities and surrounding suburban areas.

All we have to do is think of the in-
creasing problems of housing, of educa-
tion, of vocational training, and of the
transportation of goods and people for
large population concentrations, for us
to realize the tremendous problems
which our children and their children
will face. This commission is charged
with making findings and recommenda-
tions to the President and to the Con-
gress. It cannot within itself do the work
of the Congress. Once the Commission’s
findings and recommendations are made
to the President and the Congress, it will
become the responsibility of the Presi-
dent to recommend and the Congress to
implement such recommendations as
they deem to be necessary and appropri-
ate. So today we are not attacking the
problem of exploding population from
the standpoint of proposing remedial so-
lutions, we are doing the foundation
work of authorizing a study and analysis
which must proceed any worthwhile rec-
ommendations or implementations.

We cannot emulate the ostrich and
bury our heads in the sand in the battle
against this approaching avalanche of
population and its problems. We must
use every method of analysis and collec-
tive judement if we are to be successful
in laying the groundwork to guide wisely
the destiny of our Nation.

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to lend my support to the
bill offered by my distinguished colleague
from Minnesota and others and to com-
mend them particularly for the rationale
behind it. This bill, which would set up
a Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future is, I believe, a
much needed step in the right direction
toward finding a solution to the severe
problems which affect not only our Na-
tion but our planet.

As I read it, the Commission which
would be established by this bill would
be set up to conduct inquiries into all
potential effects and aspects of normal
population growth in the United States.
It is not a bill for population control,
family planning, or Government action
intended to affect the growth of popu-
lation in one way or the other. But it is
a bill which does contemplate, among
other things “the various means appro-
priate to the ethical values and prin-
ciples of this society by which our na-
tion can achieve the population level
properly suited for its enviornmental,
natural resources, and other needs.”

Mr, Chairman, I view this approach at
this time to be eminently sound. And I
particularly want to congratulate the
authors of this bill and their require-
ments that the work of this technical
commission shall be reported promptly
to the Congress as well as to the execu-
tive.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to point out
that on June 10 last year, the distin-
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guished gentleman from Ohio, (Mr.
MosaER) and I cosponsored the introdue-
tion of H.R. 12000 which would redesig-
nate the Department of the Interior as
the Department of Resources, Environ-
ment, and Population. This bill has been
the subject of a great deal of discussion
across the country and, indeed, it was
among the pieces of legislation on which
the gentleman from Minnesota held
hearings last year. The bill was also
identical to that subsequently introduced
on October 13, 1969, by the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BusH) on
behalf of the special Republican task
force on earth resources and population.

Mr. Chairman, the essence of the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Ohio and
myself in this area have consistently been
predicated on the concept that the popu-
lation factor cannot be divorced from our
problems of limited resources and envi-
ronmental erosion. At the time of intro-
ducing our legislation, I made the fol-
lowing comment in the House:

But we are reaching the point where we
have no choice but to curb and disperse,
somehow, the accelerating crush of a crawl-
ing, sprawling humanity which is voraclously
stuffing its collective maw with more and
more of the irreplaceable resources of this
planet. And doing so in a way which seldom
permits the regeneration of those resources.

Attempting to deal with our resources, en-
vironment, urban problems, crime, educa-
tional crises, unemployment, or any other
major social i1l without simultanecusly deal-
ing with the population factor simply means
we are racing an engine that has no trans-
mission. The power train is broken and the
wheels just do not turn. We will get no-
where.

The answers to the severe problems we
face, I am convinced, no longer le in the
traditional vein we have all been taught to
revere—growth. Throughout history, and
especially in America, growth—ipso facto—
has been held good. The great healer and di-
lemma-solver. The fountainhead of abun-
dance and well-being. The mainspring of a
“viable” and “vigorous” economy. The source
of national security. For the short run, it
still seems that way. But many thoughtful
people are now becoming uncomfortably
aware that, for the long run, uncontrolled
growth means extinction.

Mr. Chairman, I reiterate the same
philosophies today and I am happy to see
that they are incorporated in the efforts
represented to us today on the floor of
the House.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. DWYER).

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before this House, to establish a Com-
mission on Population Growth and the
American Future, provides an unprece-
dented opportunity for the United States
to address itself directly to a vastly com-
plex subject, and to do so in an orga-
nized, scientific fashion.

The Commission's purpose, Mr. Chair-
man, is stated very suceinetly in the bill:

The Commission shall conduct an inguiry
into the following aspects of population
growth Iin the United States and its fore-
seeable soclal consequences:

(1) the probable course of population
growth, internal migration, and related dem-
ographic developments between now and the
year 2000;

(2) the resources in the public sector of
the economy that will be required to deal
with the anticipated growth in population;
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(8) the ways in which population growth
may affect the activities of Federal, State,
and local government;

(4) the impact of population growth on
environmental pollution and on the deple-
tion of natural resources; and

(5) the various means appropriate to the
ethical values and principles of this society
by which our Nation can achieve a popula-
tion level properly suited for its environ-
mental natural resources, and other needs.

The next 100 million Americans need
not cateh us unaware. The President has
offered—for the first time in American
history—an opportunity to consider in
a rational way the implications for our
country of 100 million more mouths to
feed, bodies to clothe and shelter, minds
to cultivate, and opportunities to find.
His proposal, which the Committee on
Government Operations has sharpened
still further, would give to the Commis-
sion a broad but specific mandate, a
mandate which must be carried out with
skill and determination.

The United States can no longer afford
to ignore population growth. It has been
with us for decades, but today and in
the foreseeable future population growth
is more crucial than ever before. Wise
public policy, therefore, requires that we
deal with it forthrightly and intelligently.

As we ponder an increasingly de-
spoiled environment, congested cities and
suburbs, and big and complex institu-
tions, we are challenged as never before
to find rational and workable ways of in-
suring that future generations can find
satisfying lives in this land.

Though the responsibility is primarily
a Federal one, it is a challenge which
confronts every other level of govern-
ment and one to which many are begin-
ning to respond. In my own State of
New Jersey, for example, a recent issue
of the New Jersey Economic Review, an
official publication of the State govern-
ment, contained an article entitled,
“Population Growth—Is It Poverty or
Wealth?”

Pointing out that New Jersey, already
the most densely populated State in the
Nation, is expected to grow from about
7% million people in 1970 to almost 9
million by 1980—an average increase of
about 417 every day—the article con-
cludes that our State is confronted “with
a spectrum of problems and potential
needs unlike anything ever experienced.”

But, as the article adds:

With the proper understanding these
changes can be effectively planned for and
capitalized on, resulting in controlled growth
for New Jersey.

This, in a sentence, Mr, Chairman,
summarizes the whole point of the pres-
ent bill. It is understanding we must
have, understanding as the essential
basis of planning and action.

The President has taken a courageous
and important initiative, in which he has
been joined unanimously by the biparti-
san membership of the Committee on
Government Operations. I hope our col-
leagues will give this big first step the
support it must have.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. DWYER. Yes, I shall be glad to
vield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. BLATINK. Mr. Chairman, I would
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like the Recorp to show the splendid co-
operation and leadership that the rank-
ing minority member of the committee,
the distinguished gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. Dwyer) gave to this
legislation. She not only sat throughout
the hearings, but was the leadoff witness
and set the tone as to the seriousness and
the earnestness which characterized the
hearings. We express to her our appre-
ciation for her leadership as well as the
cooperation which she has given to this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr,
SCHEUER) .

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr, Chairman, for sev-
eral years I have been vitally interested
in the serious problems presented by un-
checked population growth at home and
abroad. I was thus pleased and encour-
aged by President Nixon’s July 18 popu-
lation message, in which for the first time
a President stated as a matter of na-
tional policy the right of every American
to choose to limit or space their children,
he declared that the Government will
provide family planning services to the
5 million low-income women who need
and want but cannot afford such services.

On Wednesday it will have been 7
months since the President delivered his
message and today we are considering,
as proposed in that message, an admin-
istration bill to create a 2-year study
commission on the problems of popula-
tion growth.

The purpose of the bill is worthy. It
is a good idea to perform research and
study the problems of population growth.
But, Mr. Chairman, to limit the national
effort to the study of a problem that is
more and more quickly overcoming our
resources and those of the world when
action is so obviously needed is foolish-
ness—indeed dangerous foolishness. On
this point, I am deeply disappointed in
the Nixon administration.

In his message the President, after pro-
posing the establishment of a Population
Commission, also said:

I would take this opportunity to mention
a number of additional government activities
dealing with population growth which need
not await the report of the Commission.

First, increased research is essential.

Second, we need more trained people to
work in population and family planning pro-
grams both in this country and abroad.

Third, the effects of population growth on
our environment and on the world's food
supply call for careful attention and im-
mediate action.

Fourth, it is clear that the domestic fam-
{ly planning services supported by the Fed-
eral Government should be expanded and
better integrated.

He went on to say that legislation to
increase authorization for family plan-
ning services would be sent to Congress.
It would seem that those words commit-
ted the President and his administra-
tion to a positive course of immediate
action and I applauded that course. But
what has happened since?

The bill we are considering today was
introduced only 7 days after the July
message. It was pushed through the Sen-
ate with 1-day of hearings and passed
with no debate and no comment. House
hearings were equally apathetic. Why?
It is not that the purposes, as I have in-
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dicated, are not worthy or that further
study is unnecessary as we all acknowl-
edge. It is because most of us are plagued
by a nagging doubt that all the admin-
istration plans to do ic to establish this
Commission. We are skeptical because
since July so little has been done to meet
the demands of the situation and action
is required now. The July message rec-
ognized the weaknesses of our national
family planning service, research and
training programs. It recognized the fact
that only about 15 percent of the 5 mil-
lion poor or near poor women in pov-
erty in their childbearing years who need
family planning services are getting
them. Although the administration did
effect a minor reorganization of its serv-
ice program, it has failed to move imag-
inatively and effectively in the organiz-
ing of a national family planning effort.

The only pending legislative proposals
which appear to meet the requirements
of the President’s message are S. 2108,
introduced in the Senate by Senator T¥p-
mwes and H.R. 11550 which Representa-
tive BusH and I introduced in May. Both
bills are designed to expand, improve and
better coordinate the Government’s fam-
ily planning service and population re-
search activities, The administration has
never expressed opposition or made clear
their objections to these bills. However,
during Senate hearings on S. 2108 it sud-
denly introduced a very weak alternative
measure apparently intended to delay
or derail the enactment of S. 2108 and
H.R. 11550. This was certainly puzzling
since the goals of the legislation and the
President’s message appear identical.
The only conclusion is that the adminis-
tration is not prepared to deal concrete-
ly with the problem but is content with
rhetoric.

The administration’s proposed 1971
budget provides for only a slight increase
in family planning project grants. It is
interesting, however, to note that the
proposed increase is conditioned upon
passage of either H.R. 11550, S.2108 or
the administration measure but the ad-
ministration has unfortunately adopted
an utterly passive approach to all of
these measures. I am also dismayed to
observe that even the administration’s
prize social proposal, the Family Assist-
ance Act of 1969, fails to emphasize
family planning.

In recent weeks testimony before Sen-
ator NELsoN's Senate subcommittee has
publicized the possible adverse effects of
contraceptive pills. The adequacy and
safety of contraceptive methods are mat-
ters of concern to virtually every family
in the Nation. It is clear that none of the
existing contraceptive methods are en-
tirely satisfactory, safe, and effective and
that an intensified research effort is vi-
tally necessary.

And it is clear that there is a great
deal we now know which we can act
upon. Indeed, I would point out that this
is not the first population study. The
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, several years ago, contracted
with the Ford Foundation for a study of
all our Government population planning
programs. That study was finished in
September 1967. It is called the Harkavy

Report after its author, Dr. Oscar Har-
kavy of the Ford Foundation. Extensive
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hearings were held on the Senate side
by Senator Gruening’s committee for
several months at which Congressman
BusH of Texas and I appeared.

It is also clear that unwanted children
in the lower income groups are helping
to mire their families further into pov-
erty. We know that unwanted popula-
tion growth is absolutely inundating our
public facilities, our education systems,
our housing, our welfare programs, and
our community-based medical services.
We know our country is becoming unset-
tled in part because of the inadequacies
of the public services for the poor. And
vet the administration has done nothing
in the face of these problems other than
propose new studies on top of the excel-
lent studies that we now have to review,
while the President’s July promises give
every indication of becoming empty ones.

In all good conscience, I can only vote
to support this bill because I intend to
continue to press for concrete action. I
hope that my colleagues, while voting to
support this legislation, will pledge them-
selves ito enact an action program con-
sistent with the President’s own message
and that 1970 will see the enactment of a
Family Planning and Population Act
which will meet the needs of all our citi-
zens. Not to do so would simply be to
engage in that unhappy, but all too prev-
alent, practice of studying a problem
rather than moving toward a solution.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TarFT).

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, it is most
appropriate that one of the first major
pieces of legislation to be taken up by
actions of this House in 1970 should be
the consideration on H.R. 15165, which
would create a Commission on Popula-
tion Growth and America’s Future.
America’s future indeed depends in large
measure upon the capacity of both the
public and private sectors to deal intel-
ligently and responsibly with the prob-
lems associated with population growth.
The Commission to be created by this
legislation will provide much of the in-
formation and empirical data needed to
formulate effective public policy in the
1970’s and beyond.

The urgency of our coming to grips
with the world and domestic population
problems was eloquently stated by the
President in his message to Congress on
July 18, 1969. At that time, the President
recommended that a Commission on
Population Growth and America’s Future
be created because too few people were
examining the problems from the view-
point of the whole society. I am pleased
to have been one of the cosponsors of this
legislation along with the other members
of the Republican leadership, the House
Republican task force on earth resources
and population, and a majority of the
members of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

At present rates of growth, the United
States will reach a population of 300 mil-
lion in the next 30 years. An increase of
that magnitude is going to place a tre-
mendous strain on both our natural re-
sources and our social institutions. We
need to know what the impact of that
population growth will be on our society.
We need this information gathered in a
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comprehensive and systematic manner,
as quickly as possible because all the
values we prize—decent housing, quality
education, economic opportunity, out-
door recreation, privacy, natural beauty,
and even free institutions—are at stake.

None of us can predict the future, But
with the passage of this bill, we will at
least have made an important step to-
ward insuring that we have the best and
most complete information available
when we legislate in the future on mat-
ters of deep national concern.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr, Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BRownN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to add to the remarks made hereto-
fore in support of H.R. 15165, to estab-
lish a Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future.

During this decade of the 1970's
America faces many of the most critical
challenges that have come to bear on our
resources and energies since the Nation
was formed. Whether we talk about the
problems of the environment, social up-
heaval, education for our children, proper
care for the aged, betier transportation,
or the host of other factors which will
determine how we are to progress in the
future, almost all are interrelated with
the growth and activity of the popula-
tion. We know that by the end of this
century an estimated 100 million more
Americans will be added to the present
200 million Americans of today. We also
know that present trends indicate the
vast majority of them will be crowded
into many of the already overpopulated
metropolitan centers of the Nation un-
less programs are begun to encourage
people to settle in America’s rural areas
and small cities and towns which have
been losing citizens for many years and
unless steps are taken to limit the expan-
sion of our population.

Orderly growth and development of
America in the decades ahead dictates
that we thoroughly study and understand
these population trends and the demands
they will produce on our resources. We
must define the alternatives upon which
Governments at all levels can prepare for
the needs of their jurisdictions through
coordinated planning that anticipates
such future needs.

Behind us is the time when each State
and local government could study the
census figures and projections for its own
area and base future programs upon such
independent determinations. America
has become tied together through a vast
network of superhighways, railroads, and
air travel facilities that makes it possible
for millions of people to constantly move
to new locations in search of better jobs
and living conditions. This will become
even more prevalent in the future as tens
of millions more join our population, and
new generations of workers and young
families seek the best places in which to
work and rear their children.

But if America is not ready for the new
growth and migration patterns, instead
of the new vitality such movement has
given us in the past, we may be faced
with more of the chaos and destructive
forces that have surfaced in recent years.
If America is to continue to be a land of
opportunity for all, we must plan for
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that opporfunity and encourage it so
that good jobs will be available in areas
where adequate living and recreational
conditions also still exist—where the air
is fit to breathe and the water fit to
drink and swim in, and green, open space
still abounds. America has many areas
left that can provide these living condi-
tions, and which will profit through their
development and redevelopment after
decades of migration from rural America
to the cities.

The choice we face is whether our na-
tion's resources will be developed with
orderliness—with the proper mix of busi-
ness and industry and services; with
transportation systems that will provide
for the future, and not become obsolete
within a few years as has happened in
many of our cities; with proper zoning
to prevent the unsightliness of haphaz-
ard development which cuts across nat-
ural boundaries. The battle after the
fact has become traditional in too many
areas of America. We can no longer
afford that.

Population is too interrelated with all
of these facets of growth and develop-
ment not to study it in the finest detail
that we are able, so that plans can be
based on statistics in which we have con-
fidence. A Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future is the
right step in providing such information
to our planners in the near and far
future.

It should also be pointed out that the
Commission intended in this legislation is
not going to become America’s family
planning authority, as some have raised
fears that it might. Its job will be to tell
us what to expect, and not to try to de-
termine plans or programs that would
intervene with the rights of each family
to regulate its own size. Without such a
Commission to help define the growth
of America’s population, the Nation will
sooner approach a time when such con-
cerns might have grounds for validity.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, the dec-
ade of the 1970’s will see a greater con-
cern for the problems of man in relation
to nature, to his total environment,

Today the average American is enjoy-
ing a great deal of freedom due primarily
fo his better economic position, his ac-
cess o better education. Yet, increasing
population is forcing a decline in the de-
gree of flexibility allowed the individusal.
As the population continues to grow, the
individual not only sees the problems
of urban decay and pollution around him
become more acute, he also finds his daily
existence ever more circumscribed by
increasing controls from government and
external sources, by crowded schools,
recreation areas, and highways, and by
less flexibility permitted individual be-
havior. In addition, the problem of accel-
erated growth in our population is inter-
twined with the problems of environ-
mental deterioration and pollution. We
are now concerned with the impact and
effects of increasing numbers of people
to what is called ““the quality of life.”

Never has the contradiction between
greater quantity—more and more peo-
ple—and less quality—the degradation of
our physical environment and our social
and political rights—hbeen more apparent
than today. For it is obvious that popu-
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lation increase in America threatens our
well-being by hastening environmental
deterioration, magnifying social prob-
lems, and limiting the range of options
available to individuals and society. As
Garret Hardin stated in the hearings on
the effects of population growth on nat-
ural resources and the environment:

All of society is moving into an era in
which the more people we have, the dis-
proportionately worse many things become.

If we are to be ready for such growth
we must begin to plan now. We are too
inclined to treat our problems in a piece-
meal manner—isolating them as they ap-
pear as blemishes on the national coun-
tenance. As a result, we often concentrate
on treating symptoms of problems, rather
than causes. We are inclined, for exam-
ple, to formulate policy as a reaction to
crisis, not to prevent crisis from oc-
curring. Today, we are under pressure to
create solutions to the problem of popu-
lation explosion. There is little time to
even treat the symptoms, let alone deal
with the causes. This is one problem that
we have waited too long to even recog-
nize, and we are paying the consequences
for our procrastination more and more
every day in our cities.

Scientists are already painting a
gloomy picture of what our earth will
look like not a century from now, but
within the next 30 years. Dr. Barry Com-
moner warns that “human society is now
entering a crisis of survival.” Greater
efforts and large allocations of money
are needed to cleanse our air, water, and
land. Yet it is obvious that increasing
population will inevitably swamp the best
antipollution efforts.

Americans must face the fact that we
too have our own population explosion.
We must recognize that many of our
tensions and failures are related to the
population growth. We must realize that
many of our problems are intensified by
man’s increasing population, which is
compounded by congestion in our cities.

We are destroying the balance of na-
ture which sustains us all as we increase
our use of technology. We are being over-
whelmed by problems of crime, poverty,
racial unrest, overcrowded schools, dirty
water, in our overcrowded urban areas.
We are becoming victims of a popula-
tion growth that multiplies our urban
problems as well as the problems of envi-
ronmental pollution.

Every day each person adds to the
environment 120 gallons of waste sewage
and 1.9 pounds of polluted air.

In a year each person throws away
about 250 cans and 135 glass bottles or
jars.

As our population doubles, the demand
for water triples. The output of wastes
increases in staggering amounts.

What this means in the aggregate is
that as more people place greater de-
mands on industry for goods, more re-
sources are taken from our environment
while more irreparable pollution damage
is caused by the waste byproducts. The
problem is multiplied in an advanced in-
dustrialized society such as ours. Dr.
Jean Mayer, a leading expert on the
prgblems of the environment has pointed
ouc:
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Rich people occupy much more space, con-
sume more of each natural resource, disturb
ecology more, and create more land, air,
water, chemiecal, thermal and radioactive pol-
lution than poor people.

Although we have only 6 percent of the
world’s population, we consume about 40
percent of the world's resources. If all
people lived at our standard, the world
would consume 20 times the iron, copper,
sulfur, timber, oil, water, and other re-
sources than it does today. The world
simply does not have those resources.

Within the next 30 years, 100 million
people will be added to the population
of the United States. It is not just the
sheer numbers of these people that adds
to the strains of our population. The
problem is aggravated by the patterns of
living in our society. Ours is an urban
society where 80 percent of the popula-
tion will soon live on 2 percent of the
land. In 1960, 63 percent lived in such
areas. Thus we are pressing more people
into our cities. In America, too many
people are simply living too close to-
gether.

It seems to me that population over-
crowding is itself a form of pollution.
In the United States, the basic pattern
of population distribution has been in-
fluenced not by environmental criteria,
but by economic forces. The cities have
a monopoly on the employment market
as well as on cultural facilities. Our in-
creasing population is being funneled
into our cities and ghettos which are
already overburdened, encountering dif-
ficulty in offering necessary services—
from schools to garbage collection. We
can expect within the next 25 years that
100 million additional Americans will
seek space to live with the 140 million
already in our cities and suburbs. We
must reverse this population trend. It is
time to literally give our urban areas
breathing room, and to create a rural-
urban balance.

We can help to alleviate city conges-
tion by creating a new rural environ-
ment. I have cosponsored two bills de-
signed to improve agricultural and non-
agricultural job opportunities. The first
provides certain preferences for prospec-
tive Government contractors in such
cities and areas. The second bill provides
incentives for the establishment of new
or expanded job-producing industrial
and commercial establishments in rural
areas. The bills are designed to develop
business and employment opportunities
in rural areas, smaller cities, and areas
of unemployment and 'underdevelop-
ment.

We can also discourage further con-
centration of population in large crowded
metropolitan areas by creating new
cities, new towns, new communities lo-
cated 100 or more miles from our urban
centers. The Nation would benefit, both
economically and socially, from a dis-
persal of population and jobs. A balanced
growth could avoid the possibility of
America developing into a land of huge
urban agglomerations.

We can encourage the growth in the
smaller natural economic centers of the
country’s less densely populated regions
by creating the incentives and opportu-
nities for people to live in rural areas.
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The present exodus of 600,000 people a
year from rural areas is generated by the
deterioration of such opportunities in
rural areas—and the resulting hope for
better opportunities in our cities. For-
mer Secretary of Agriculture, Orville
Freeman, has spoken on the need for
rural development:

If we permit our small towns and rural
areas to grow to weeds, If by fallure to act
we force people from Town and Country, we
feed the fires that are consuming the inner
cities and the erosion that blights so many
of our suburban neighbors.

Although a population dispersal pro-
gram is required, this, by itself, will only
do as a short-term measure. If we are
to achieve a population stability so nee-
essary for the maintenance of the high
quality of life we Americans presently
enjoy, then research is the most obvious
requirement for developing programs.
We have a need to look at the overpopu-
lation problem in relation to the prob-
lems of our cities and the effects of pop-
ulation growth on natural resources and
the environment. We need to take a
broad overview of the problem if we are
to develop a rational national policy that
allows for our material progress to con-
tinue yet preserves our environment.

For this reason, I strongly support the
proposal to establish a Commission on
Population Growth and the American
Future. I am particularly pleased to note
that the aim of this Commission would
be to study a “broad range of problems
associated with population growth and
their implications for America’s future,”
including “the impact of population
growth on environmental pollution and
on the depletion of natural resources.”
In addition, this Commission would act
as a coordinating body which would con-
solidate the research and data dealing
with population. Such research is pres-
ently distributed among public agencies,
universities and institutions, private
firms, and individuals. This information
is useless in its fragmented condition.
The Commission would be able to better
coordinate the available data. It would
then be in a better position to recom-
mend and develop ideas and concepts for
implementation of programs necessary
to alleviate our population and environ-
mental problems.

There is some criticism as to the length
of tenure of the proposed Commission.
I agree that 2 years may be too long to
walt for a final report by the Commission
considering the need for rapid action.
But if we are to treat the causes and
take preventive action, then a much
deeper understanding of the dynamics
and nature of the problem is needed.

While I view with alarm the increas-
ing environmental and societal deteriora-
tion stemming from the existence of
a growing population, I also feel that
those people who see all our problems as
a direct result of the population explo-
sion see the problem too simply. Like-
wise, centering our attention only on
the issue of population is to see the
challenge too narrowly.

In the United States,

population
growth is beginning to stabilize, Our

environment is, nevertheless, rising in
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revolt against us. Environmental deg-
radation, however, is only partly due
to population growth. Other factors in-
clude blind use of technology, increases
in gross national product, filthy habits
of waste disposal, greater mobility, and
inability to stimulate new cities or ex-
pand smaller existing cities to alleviate
the growing concentration of our pop-
ulation along the coasts.

Even with a fraction of the present
U.S. population, the confinued misman-
agement of technology could completely
destroy the physical environment. As
Fortune magazine points out:

Three million high-technology U.S. farm-
ers put more adverse pressure on their land
and rivers than the hundred and fifty mil-
lion low-productivity peasant families of
China put upon their land and rivers.

I also feel that no government should
ever tell its people how many children
they should have or when to have, or
not to have children. This is an area of
private concern. y

However, it is clear that more family
planning services should be available for
those who desire to use them. ]

It is also clear that a change in atti-
tude is required. We need to make sure
that every couple has the information
necessary for them to be able to make a
decision on the number of children they
feel they can have. As Dr. Roger Revelle,
director of the Center for Population
Studies at Harvard University states:

We have to temper this statement with a
consideration of the children themselves.
Children are not really property. Children,
both born and unborn, should be thought
of as having rights, and one of the rights
they have is the right to human fulfiliment
and to a decent environment. They will not
have these rights if there are too many
people. We need to think seriously about
poulation policies which, while preserving
freedom for men and women, will at the
same time tend to foster a widespread belief
in not having too many children, having
families which are not too large.

We must not be complacent. The pop-
ulation increase will hasten deterioration
of our environment, speed a decrease in
our quality of life, and magnify serious
social problems—in schools, housing and
employment.

To reverse the deterioration in our en-
vironment, we must recognize the rela-
tionship between environmental policy
and population growth. We need to plan
now for the type of society our children
will live in in the next 30 years and in
the following century. That is why I urge
the House of Representatives to pass this
bill to establish a Commission on Popu-
lation Growth and the American Future.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, today
the United States has a population of
more than 204 million individuals. Indi-
viduals who share a common interest to
insure that the quality of life in the
United States will expand in the future
and not deteriorate as a result of lack
of awareness or concern over the prob-
lems that will arise with a rapidly ex-

panding population.

We in Congress are well aware that
many of the individuals we represent
cannot get adequate medical attention
because of a shortage of doctors and hos-
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pitals. We know that many live in sub-
standard housing either because better
housing is beyond their financial means
or because it simply is not available. We
know that there is a tremendous short-
age of teachers and classrooms for our
children and that much of our educa-
tional system is below standard.

Yet today we have done little to face
these problems. Problems that will not
go away, but will greatly increase in the
future.

The bill before us will establish a Com-
mission on Population Growth and the
American Future. The Commission shall
conduct an inquiry into the following as-
pects of population growth in the
United States and its foreseeable con-
sequences:

First, the probable course of popula-
tion growth, internal migration, and re-
lated demographic developments between
now and the year 2000;

Second, the resources in the public sec-
tor of the economy that will be required
to deal with the anticipated growth in
population;

Third, the ways in which population
growth may affect the activities of Fed-
eral, State, and local government;

Fourth, the impact of population
growth on environmental pollution and
on the depletion of natural resources;
and

Fifth, the various means appropriate
to the ethical values and principles of
this society by which our Nation can
achieve a population level properly
suited for its environmental, natural re-
sources, and other needs.

Most of us realize that this Commis-
sion, if established, will come to several
conclusions that many of us have already
reached on our own. It will tell us that
we need to spend more for improving the
quality of life in America and making it
accessible for all, and less for fighting
wars or providing arms to keep unpop-
ular governments in power in other
nations.

It will also tell us that Congress will
have to take bold and vigorous action to
provide for an additional population of
over 100 million individuals by the year
2000.

I realize that this Commission is of
vital importance to the future of this
country and all of its population. If we
are fortunate the Commission will give
us a broad view of what to expect as a
result of increased population and in-
creased demands on our economy, Gov-
ernment and environment. Hopefully it
will also provide some basic answers as
to what direction we in Congress and we
as a Nation will have to take to meet the
challenge we will surely face.

But the establishment of this Commis-
sion is not enough. It is a first step that
is necessary for the well-being of all who
we here in Congress represent; but it is
not enough.

‘We must do more than establish a Com-
mission which we can point to when
constituents write and ask what we are
doing about the population explosion or
the resulting reduction in resources,
housing and general quality of life. We
must decide to implement the recom-
mendation of this Commission. These
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printed reports will not solve our prob-
lems. We must decide to take action on
their recommendations.

I urge all my colleagues to vote for
passage of this legislation. But I would
rather have this measure defeated now
than to have one Congressman vote for
it who will not take prompt action to
implement the policies that will be rec-
ommended. We do not need rhetorie, but
sound ideas and vigorous action.

Mr. WOLD. Mr. Chairman, in addition
to the many values of democracy which
we know and cherish, scholars have rec-
ognized one significant failing—an in-
ability to act in anticipation of public
problems. Again and again we seem to
confirm this failing as we mobilize our
great problem-solving potential only
when problems become unusually severe.

Many have warned of the population
problems which throughout man’s his-
tory have been inexorably moving upon
us. The rate of that movement has stead-
ily accelerated, yet most of us have re-
mained complacent. Few have acted.
Little has been done.

The problem is now clearly and visibly
upon us. We no longer must seek the
problem, the problem has sought us and
we are being called upon to act.

Our action, moreover, is doubly needed
for the population problem is one which
underlies and makes more troublesome
the numerous additional social and polit-
ical difficulties with which we are daily
struggling. In addressing the issue of too
rapidly increasing population, we indi-
rectly yet most effectively address very
serious parallel dilemmas in human ecol-
ogy, sociology, psychology, and politics.
This problem which we attend today has
massive ramifications.

As many have slept, a few dedicated
and perceptive scholars have analyzed
and published population data. These
have been the “voices in the wilderness”
to which we are finally forced to listen.
They have fortunately provided us with
a sound backeground of information upon
which to begin our deliberations. They
have brought us to what we can most
accurately describe as our time for “fac-
ing-up,” our time for meaningfully ad-
dressing this problem.

We obviously do not possess all of the
knowledge of human ecology and the dy-
namics of population which we need.
Continued, even accelerated, research is
essential. But I believe that the time for
assembling and critically evaluating
what we already know has arrived. The
seriousness of the problem and rate at
which it is accelerating, both in this
country and throughout the world, con-
firm this conclusion.

Interest in the issue is developing
among social and governmental leaders
but the dialog has been and continues to
be somewhat disconnected. The energies
and contributions of skilled, creative, and
committed people are lost as we continue
a “shotgun” approach to the problem. A
central body around and through which
a common focus can be developed to
bring this scattering of views, ideas, and
proposals into useful perspective is
needed. In my judgment, the proposed
Commission can serve in this essential
way. During the coming months this
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Nation must establish a basis for action
and make a commitment to action. Time
is a critical element and the problem is
of great significance.

We of the Congress should under-
stand and commit ourselves to the affir-
mation, however, that we are not
merely creating another study group.
Our purpose is not to avoid or forestall
action through prolonged study, but to
establish a reliable basis for responsible
action. The Commission we create must
be accurately aimed in purpose, com-
posed of wise and committed persons
and aggressively supported by the Con-
gress. From Commission deliberations a
product upon which we can build sound
public policy must emerge.

I believe that the provisions of H.R.
15165 provide the tools and conditions
for achieving this purpose. The Congress,
by creating and supporting this Com-
mission, takes a most essential first step
in coming to grips with what history has
proven is a critical problem facing our
Nation and the world.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, a population commission is not
going to solve the tremendous problems
caused by the ever-mounting demand
for resources resulting from unbridled
population growth.

Eleven months ago yesterday—on
March 17, 1969—I introduced in the
House a series of new legislative pro-
posals based upon recommendations of
President Johnson’s Special Committee
on Population and Family Planning.

One of those bills, HR. 9107, called
for establishment of a congressionally
mandated population commission. Then,

last July, when President Nixon made
his landmark population message to the
Congress, I was pleased to find the Presi-
dent advocating a commission similar to
the recommendation of the Committee
on Population and Family Planning, and,
of course, similar to HR. 9107.

Today, those recommendations be-
come reality with passage of this bill.
Certainly I am proud to be associated
with the original bill for creation of such
a commission, but I am alarmed that
this step may be seen as the only major
current action in the crucial battle to
control population size.

Deferring to future recommendations
of the Commission just means that
needed action will be pushed back 2
Imore years or so.

This sort of procrastination is both
costly and dangerous.

A year ago, when the President’s Com-
mittee report was published, there were
an estimated 5 million lower income
women in this country who desired fam-
ily planning services but could not af-
ford them. By now, that number has
increased. Yet Federal funding in this
key area is not rising to meet these needs.

‘While Federal funding for family plan-
ning fell somewhat short of the Presi-
dent’s Committee recommendations for
fiscal 1970, I am happy to see that Presi-
dent Nixon’s new budget calls for a mas-
sive increase in these allocations for fis-
cal 1971,

However, even with a 57-percent hike
in Federal family planning services, only
2.2 million of the 5 million lower income
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family women will be served. The Com-
mittee would have reached the full 5
million level by 1973, but the adminis-
tration has stretched out this objective
to 1975 at the earliest.

I would hope that Congress will take
another detailed look at the Committee’s
report and recommendations, and then
act accordingly to increase significantly
budgeting for this important goal. As the
President’s Committee report says:

In any case, costs are low compared to
health and social benefits.

Research funds for this critical pro-
gram area also are dropping far beneath
the President’s Committee recommenda-
tions. The Committee report called for at
least $100 million in research for fiscal
1971, but the Nixon budget allocates only
$36 million.

Other recommendations, such as those
for establishing a series of nationwide
population research centers—as proposed
in my bill, HR. 9106—and for revamp-
ing current HEW research operations by
creating a full national institute for
population research—as called for in
H.R. 9109—have been ignored so far by
the administration.

The population problem, and its drain-
ing effects on our resource base as well
as its incremental effects upon environ-
mental pollution, will not wait for the
Population Commission’s recommenda-
tions. More must be done now, this year.

And so, while I again can say that I
am pleased that the House has acted to
approve the Population Commission, I
once more urge my colleagues and the
administration to place even greater
emphasis on a full across-the-board pro-
gram for family planning services.

One indication of the magnitude of
the problem was recently made by
Wayne H. Davis in the January 10, 1970,
New Republic. Mr. Davis points out the
differences in resource utilization be-
tween affiluent American families and
families in lower income nations, and
why we must be concerned more about
the growth in the American population.

I found this analysis to be both star-
tling and impressive, and I now include
it in the Recorp at this point:

OUR AFFLUENCE RESTS ON A CRUMBLING
FOUNDATION: OVERPOPULATED AMERICA
(By Wayne H. Davis)

I deflne as most seriously overpopulated
that nation whose people by virtue of their
numbers and activities are most rapidly de-
creasing the ability of the land to support
human life. With our large population, our
affluence and our technological monstrosities
the United States wins first place by a sub-
stantial margin,

Let’s compare the US to India, for exam-
ple. We have 203 million people, whereas
she has 540 million on much less land. But
look at the Impact of people on the land.

The average Indian eats his dally few cups
of rice (or perhaps wheat, whose production
on American farms contributed to our one
percent per year drain In quality of our
actlve farmland), draws his bucket of water
from the communal well and sleeps in a
mud hut. In his daily rounds to gather cow
dung to burn to cook his rice and warm his
feet, his footsteps, along with those of mil-
lions of his countrymen, help bring about
a slow deterioration of the ability of the
land to support people. His contribution
to the destruction of the land is minimal.
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An American, on the other hand, can be
expected to destroy a piece of land on which
he builds a home, garage and driveway. He
will contribute his share to the 142 million
tons of smoke and fumes, seven million
Junked cars, 20 million tons of paper, 48
billion cans, and 26 billion bottles the over-
burdened environment must absorb each
year. To run his air conditioner we will
strip-mine a Kentucky hillside, push the
dirt and slate down into the stream, and
burn coal in a power generator, whose
smokestack contributes to a plume of smoke
massive enough to cause cloud seeding and
premature precipitation from Gulf winds
which should be irrigating the wheat farms
of Minnesota.

In his lifetime he will personally pollute
three million gallons of water, and industry
and agriculture will use ten times this much
water in his behalf. To provide these needs
the US Army Corps of Engineers will build
dams and flood farmland. He will also use
21,000 gallons of leaded gasoline containing
boron, drink 28,000 pounds of milk and eat
10,000 pounds of meat. The latter is pro-
duced and squandered in a life pattern un-
known to Asians. A steer on a Western range
eats plants containing minerals necessary for
plant life. Some of these are Incorporated
into the body of the steer which is later
shipped for slaughter. After being eaten by
man these nutrients are flushed down the
toilet into the ocean or buried in the ceme-
tery, the surface of which is cluttered with
boulders called tombstones and has been re-
moved from productivity. The result is g
continual drain on the productivity of range
land. Add to this the erosion of overgrazed
lands, and the effects of the falling water
table as we mine Pleistocene deposits of
groundwater to irrigate to produce food for
more people, and we can see why our land
is dying far more rapidly than did the great
civilizations of the Middle East, which ex-
perienced the same cycle. The average Indian
citizen, whose fecal material goes back to
the land, has but a minute fraction of the
destructive effect on the land that the af-
fluent American does.

Thus I want to introduce a new term,
which I suggest be used in future discus-
slons of human population and ecology. We
should speak of our numbers in “Indian
equivalents”. An Indian equivalent I define
as the average number of Indian citizens
required to have the same detrimental effect
on the land’s ability to support human life
as would the average American.

This value is difficult to determine, but
let’s take an extremely conservative working
figure of 25. To see how conservative this is,
imagine the addition of 1000 citizens to your
town and 25,000 to an Indian village. Not only
would the Americans destroy much more lana
for homes, highways and a shopping center,
but they would contribute far more to envi-
ronmental deterioration in hundreds of other
ways as well. For example, their demand for
steel for new autos might increase the daily
pollution equivalent of 130,000 junk autos
which Life tells us that US Steel Corp. dumps
into Lake Michigan. Their demand for textiles
would help the cotton industry destroy the
life in the Black Warrior River in Alabama
with endrin. And they would contribute to
the massive industrial pollution of our oceans
(we provide one third to one half the world’s
share) which has caused the precipitous
downward trend in our commercial fisheries
landings during the past seven years.

The per capita gross national product of the
United States is 38 times that of India. Most
of our goods and services contribute to the
decline in the ability of the environment to
support life. Thus it is clear that a figure of
25 for an Indian equivalent is conservative.
It has been suggested to me that a more
realistic figure would be 500.

In Indian equivalents, therefore, the popu=-
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lation of the United States is at least four
billion. And the rate of growth is even more
alarming. We are growing at one percent per
year, a rate which would double our numbers
in 70 years. India is growing at 2.5 percent.
Using the Indian equivalent of 25, our popu-
lation growth becomes 10 times as serious as
that of India. According to the Reinows In
their recent book Moment in the Sun, just
one year's crop of American babies can be
expected to use up 25 billion pounds of beef,
200 million pounds of steel and 9.1 billion
gallons of gasoline during their collective life-
time. And the demands on water and land
for our growing population are expected to be
far greater than the supply available in the
year 2000. We are destroying our land at a
rate of over a million acres a year. We now
have only 2.6 agricultural acres per person.
By 1976 this will be cut to 2.2, the critical
point for the maintenance of what we con-
sider a decent diet, and by the year 2000 we
might expect to have 1.2.

You might object that I am playing with
statistics in using the Indian equivalent on
the rate of growth. I am making the assump-
tion that today's child will live 35 years (the
average Indian life span) at today's level of
affiuence. If he lives an American 70 years, our
rate of population growth would be 20 times
as serious as India’s.

But the assumption of continued afiluence
at today’s level i1s unfounded. If our numbers
continue to rise, our standard of living will
fall so sharply that by the year 2000 any
surviving Americans might consider today's
average Aslans to be well off. Our children's
destructive effects on their environment will
decline as they sink ever lower into
poverty.

The United States is In serious economic
trouble now. Nothing could be more mis-
leading than today's affluence, which rests
precariously on a crumbling foundation. Our
productivity, which had bheen Iincreasing

steadily at about 3.2 percent a year since
World War II, has been falling during 1969,

Our export over import balance has heen
shrinking steadily from $7.1 billion in 1964
to $0.15 bllllon in the first half of 1969.
Our balance of payments deficit for the sec-
ond quarter was $3.7 billion, the largest in
history, We are now importing iron ore, steel,
oil, beef, textiles, cameras, radios and hun-
dreds of other things.

Our economy is based upon the Keynesian
concept of a continued growth in population
and productivity. It worked in an underpopu-
lated nation with excess resources. It could
continue to work only if the earth and its
resources were expanding at an annual rate
of 4 to 5 percent. Yet neither the number
of cars, the economy, the human population,
nor anything else can expand indefinitely at
an exponential rate in a finite world. We
must face this fact now. The crisis is here.
When Walter Heller says that our economy
will expand by 4 percent annually through
the latter 1970s he is dreaming. He is in
a theoretical world totally unaware of the
reailties of human ecology. If the economists
do not wake up and devise a new system for
us now somebody else will have to do it for
them.

A civilization is comparable to a living or-
ganism. Its longevity is a function of its
metabolism. The higher the metabolism (af-
fluence), the shorter the life. Keynesian eco-
nomics has allowed us an affluent but short-
ened life span. We have now run our course

The tragedy facing the United States is
even greater and more imminent than that
descending upon the hungry nations. The
Paddock brothers in thelr book, Famine 1975/
say that India “cannot be saved” no matter
how much food we ship her. But India will
be here after the United States is gone. Many
millions will die in the most colossal famines
India has ever known, but the land will
survive and she will come back as she always
has before. The United States, on the other
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hand, will be a desolate tangle of concrete
and ticky-tacky, of strip-mined moonscape
and silt-choked reservoirs. The land and
water will be so contaminated with pesticides,
herbicides, mercury fungicides, lead, boron,
nickel, arsenic and hundreds of other toxilc
substances, which have been approaching
critical levels of concentration in our en-
vironment as a result of our numbers and
affluence, that it may be unable to sustain
human life.

Thus as the curtain gets ready to fall on
man's civillzation let it come as no surprise
that it shall first fall on the United States.
And let no one make the mistake of thinking
we can save ourselves by “cleaning up the
environment.” Banning DDT is the equiv-
alent of the physician’s treating syphilis by
putting a bandald over the first chancre to
appear. In either case you can be sure that
more serious and widespread trouble will soon
appear unless the disease itself is treated. We
cannot survive by planning to treat the
symptoms such as alr pollution, water pol-
lution, soll erosion, ete.

What can we do to slow the rate of destruc-
tion of the United States as a land capable of
supporting human life? There are two ap-
proaches. First, we must reverse the popula-
tion growth. We have far more people now
than we can continue to support at anything
near today's level of afiluence, American wom-
en average slightly over three children each.
According to the Population Bulletin if we
reduce this number to 2.6 there would still
be 330 million people in the nation at the
end of the century. And even if we reduce
this to 1.6 we would have 67 million more
people in the year 2000 thaia we have now.
With our present longevity patterns it would
take more than 30 years for the population
to peak even when reproducing at this rate,
which would eventually give us a net decrease
in numbers.

Do not make the mistake of thinking that
technology will solve our population prob-
lem by producing a better contraceptive. Our
problem now is that people want too many
children. Surveys show the average number
of children wanted by the American fam-
ily is 3.3. There is little difference between
the poor and the wealthy, black and white,
Catholic and Protestant. Production of chil-
dren at this rate during the next 30 years
would be so catastrophic in effect on our
resources and the viability of the natlon as
to be beyond my ability to contemplate. To
prevent this trend we must not only make
contraceptives and abortion readily avail-
able to everyone, but we must establish a
system to put severe economic pressure on
those who produce children and reward those
who do not. This can be done within our
system of taxes and welfare.

The other thing we must do is to pare
down our Indian equivalents. Individuals in
American soclety vary tremendously in In-
dian equivalents, If we plot Indian equiv-
alents versus their reciprocal, the percent-
age of land surviving a generation, we ob-
taln a linear regression. We can then place
individuals and occupation types on this
graph. At one end would be the starving
blacks of Misslssippl; they would approach
unity in Indian equivalents, and would have
the least destructive effect on the land. At
the other end of the graph would be the
politiclans slicing pork for the barrel, the
highway contractors, strip-mine operators,
real estate developers, and public enemy
number one—the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers.

We must halt land destruction. We must
abandon the view of land and minerals as
private property to be exploited in any way
economically feasible for private financial
gain, Land and minerals are resources upon
which the wery survival of the nation de-
pends, and their use must be planned in
the best Interests of the people.

Rising expectations for the poor is a cruel
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Jjoke foisted upon them by the Establish-
ment. As our new economy of use-it-once-
and-throw-it-away produces more and
more products for the afluent, the share of
our resources available for the poor declines.
Blessed be the starving blacks of Mississippi
with their outdoor privies, for they are
ecologically sound, and they shall inherit a
nation. Although I hope that we will help
these unfortunate people attain a decent
standard of living by diverting war efforts
to fertility control and job training, our most
urgent task to assure this nation’s survival
during the next decade is to stop the affiuent
destroyers.

Mr. HANNA. Mr, Chairman, I wish to
enter in the record my support of HR.
15165, a bill establishing a Commission
on Population Growth and the American
Future, The time is long overdue to con-
sider the implications of population
growth. The Commission will study the
probable course of population increases
and movement and their impact on our
cglture. economy, and environment. It
will recommend appropriate policy to
achieve a proper population level com-
mensurate with our resources.

Such a comprehensive study of the
implieations of population growth is long
overdue. Our country has been experi-
encing social and economic problems
caused by urban crowding for many
years. Today we cannot properly house
our people, and the high rate of family
formation is aggravating the problem.
‘We cannot keep up with the educational
needs of our children as the school age
population has burgeoned. We simply
have not been able to build schools fast
enough or to hire enough gualified teach-
ers to provide quality education to all
levels.

Dr. Paul R. Ehrlich, the Stanford biol-
oglsp-tumed-popu]ation-expert, sounds
a dire warning on the consequences of
unrestricted population expansion in his
book “The Population Bomb,” published
in 1968. Dr. Ehrlich combines his exten-
sive knowledge of biology and environ-
ment with current and historical socio-
loglcal and economic facts to come up
with a pretty bleak picture. One need
only read this book to become thorough-
ly alarmed at the nature of the current
crisis and the possibilities for catas-
trophe.

The effects of population increase be-
come most clear in the field of environ-
mental pollution. As industry increases
its production in response to the increas-
ing demands of greater numbers of peo-
ple, it further increases its own pollution.
Farmers also pollute the land and water
in their efforts to increase agricultural
productivity to feed more people. In-
creases in population trigger a whole
chain reaction of events which reduce
the quality of our life.

It is evident that the future well-being
of this Nation is intimately tied to our
ability to be able to plan for tomorrow.
Any rational plan for the future must in-
clude a program that deals with the
t;}roblems caused by increasing popula-

on.

Mr. REID of New York, Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of H.R. 15165, a
bill to establish a Commission on Popula-
tion Growth and the American Future.
I cosponsored a similar bill, HR. 13337,
which was infroduced August 5, 1969,
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following receipt of the President's popu-
lation message.

There has been much talk of pollution
problems in recent months, and I am
encouraged that the Congress and the
administration are now recognizing the
interrelationship between pollution and
overpopulation, between population and
dwindling resources. It took 300 years for
the United States to attain a population
of 100 million persons. The second 100
million Americans arrived, by immigra-
tion and birth, in only 50 years, between
1917 and 1967. If we continue our present
rate of growth, the United States will
reach a population of 300 million within
the next 30 years, or by the year 2000.
In order to cope with this rapidly ex-
panding population, to protect our en-
vironment, to provide needed goods and
services for American citizens in the 21st
century, we must begin to plan now.

H.R. 15165 would provide the mecha-
nism for such planning, by establishing
a Commission on Population Growth and
the American Future. The Commission
would be authorized both to conduct and
sponsor studies and research, and make
such recommendations as it deems neces-
sary, to provide information and educa-
tion to all levels of government in the
United States, and to the people, regard-
ing a broad range of problems associated
with population growth. In other words,
the Commission would fill both research
and educational functions, and would
deal with five critical aspects of the
population problem:

The probable course of population
growth, internal migration, and related
demographic developments between now
and the year 2000,

The resources in the public sector of
the economy that will be required to deal
with the anticipated growth in popula-
tion;

The ways in which population growth
may affect the activities of Federal,
State, and local government;

The impact of population growth on
environmental pollution and on the de-
pletion of natural resources; and

The various means appropriate to the
ethical values and principles of this so-
ciety by which our Nation can achieve a
population level properly suited for its
environmental, natural resources, and
other needs.

In a sense, I feel that the fourth and
fifth areas cited as subjects for study by
the Commission are most important, for
they signal a new Federal interest in the
interrelationship between population and
the environment, and recognition by the
Federal Government that we must curb
population growth if we are to survive as
a Nation. We must stop talking about
population “problems” and start talking
about population “crises.” As Dr. Lee A.
DuBridge, the President’s science ad-
viser, has indicated, we must reduce our
population growth rate to zero, insure
that there are no more births than
deaths in order to survive.

Presumably the Commission, in its de-
liberations, will consider the alternative
methods for achieving our goal of zero
population growth in line with the man-
date to discover “means appropriate to
the ethical values and principles of this
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society.” If the American people are edu-
cated well enough and soon enough, we
should be able to solve the population
problems through voluntary programs.
The Commission will play a vital role in
the necessary educational process.

While we are working toward our goal
of zero population growth, the U.S. popu-
lation will obviously continue to expand.
Governments at all levels must plan to
meet the needs of our expanding popula-
tion—in terms of social services, human
needs, and basic community require-
ments—and the Commission will provide
expertise and coordination for the plan-
ning activities.

It is my understanding that the other
body has already passed a bill similar to
H.R. 15165, and that the concept of a
population commission has the support
of every Federal agency involved in this
field. According to the report on the bill,
President Nixon has recommended an
appropriation of $1,443,000 for the 2-year
life of the Commission. I would hope
that the House will act favorably on this
legislation today, that the Commission
will be appointed promptly once the Sen-
ate has given final approval to the bill,
and that the necessary funds will be
appropriated.

The population problem has reached
the crisis point, it is true, but we can
still save ourselves, and our environment,
if we act now. To delay may well mean
that our country will be seriously over-
populated beyond the ability of our social
and economic systems to cope with the
problem.

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to address myself to the
merits of the bill before us, to establish
a Commission on Population Growth and
the American Puture. It has been said
that this proposal takes population
growth for granted, and thus fails to deal
with the crucial issue, which is whether
such growth is desirable. But it is clear
that substantial population growth in
the United States is going to happen. The
point is to be ready for it. This Nation
has the capacity to provide many more
people with a healthy, happy life. We are
not, as a country, overcrowded. But we
cannot afford to delay in preparing for
population growth, and the proposed
Commission is an important vehicle for
such preparation.

Furthermore, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations has added an im-
portant purpose to those stated in the
original bill. By asking the Commission
fo examine “the various means appro-
priate to the ethical values and prin-
ciples of this society by which our Na-
tion can achieve a population level best
suited for its environmental natural re-
sources and other needs,” we have di-
rected the Commission to begin an essen-
tial long-range exploration. Most studies
of population growth have been hased on
supposition and personal opinion. The
Commission on Population Growth and
the American Future will bring the best
scientific knowledge and civic wisdom
that can be found to bear on this subject.
In the 2 years that are proposed for
the Commission’s work, I anticipate we
shall see a series of highly significant re-
ports to the Nation.
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There are few questions more com-
pelling than population growth and how
best to prepare for it. I intend to support
this measure, and would urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the enactment of HR.
15165, to establish a Commission on
Population Growth and the American
Future.

The population of the United States
will increase by 50 percent by the year
2000; even more dramatic increases are
anticipated in world population during
this period. The ramifications of such
growth present one of the most serious
challenges in the next 30 years, for the
adequacy of social supplies—the capacity
to educate, to house, and to govern—will
be seriously strained.

The challenge can be met only with
adequate planning—and within the short
time span available to us.

President Nixon in his message to the
Congress, July 21, 1969, recognized the
special responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment for defining the problems at-
tendant to population growth and for
stimulating thoughtful response.

Deploring the absence, to date, of ma-
chinery through which we can develop
a detailed understanding of demographic
changes and bring that understanding to
bear on public policy, the President has
proposed the creation of a Commission
on Population and the American Future.
H.R. 14165, incorporating the recommen-
dations of President Nixon, would estab-
lish a Commission of 2 years’ duration,
to be composed of Members of Congress
and knowledgeable men and women who
broadly represent our society.

The Commission is to investigate:
First, the probable course of population
growth, internal migration and related
demographic developments between now
and the year 2000; second, the resources
in the publie sector of the economy that
will be required to deal with the antici-
pated growth in population; third, the
ways in which population growth may
affect the activities of Federal, State, and
local government; fourth, the impact of
population growth on environmental pol-
lution and on the depletion of natural
resources; and, fifth, the various means
appropriate to the ethical values and
principles of this society by which our
Nation can achieve a population level
properly suited for its environmental,
natural resources, and other needs.

With broad visibility of the Commis-
sion studies, inquiries and reports, much
can be done to enlighten the general pub-
lic as to the complex interrelationship of
population growth, environmental qual-
ity, and natural resources and to gener-
ate solutions to the numerous and mas-
sive problems we face in these areas.

The Republican Members of the House
of Representatives have long urged the
initiation of Federal efforts to meet the
challenge of unrestrained population
growth, In the 91st Congress, the House
Republican Research Committee Task
Force on Earth and Population Re-
sources’ report of December 23, 1969, re-
flects the concern expressed by President
Nixon in his population message. Nu-
merous bills have been introduced by
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Republican Members which parallel the
President’s recommendations.

If social institutions are to accom-
modate tomorrow’s generations in a hu-
mane and intelligent manner, we must
improve now our ability to analyze popu-
lation changes and to deal with them,
The proposed Commission will explore
the ways in which population growth will
affect our future and seek to find the
methods and resources which will per-
mit us to assimilate the population in-
crease and continue to improve the qual-
ity of every individual’s life.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
President’s proposed Commission on Pop-
ulation Growth and the American Future
is provoking deserved enthusiasm. First
endorsed by the U.S. Catholic Conference,
and later by hundreds of citizens, organi-
zations, and newspapers, this measure
passed the Senate without a dissenting
vote and is now before us.

I, too, am enthusiastic about this Com-
mission. In fact, I am a cosponsor of the
bill. We know, in the broadest terms, that
in the next 30 years the United States
will add approximately 100 million more
people. But we know very little about
the vital details of this anticipated
growth, much less about what to do to
plan for it. The President’s bill, as
amended, gives us a chance to find out.

Seldom does the Federal Government
make adequate use of the data that it
collects. I would hope that, starting with
the 1970 census, we might change this
pattern, and begin to evolve ways to make
information work for the betterment of
our national life. I would also hope that
the widespread national concern over en-
vironmental degradation, overpopulation,
and inadequate planning might lead the
proposed Commission to push itself to
the very limit. This is a subject that com-
mands our attention.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 15165, the bill to establish a
Commission on Population Growth and
the American Future, a measure which
I consider highly important for our na-
tional future.

To date, there have been only scattered
efforts to determine the consequences
of overpopulation. In fact, experts dis-
agree on what constitutes ‘over-
population,” depending upon the criteria
they apply in relation to the object of
their studies. Hence, what constitutes
overpopulation for experts working
to avoid the traditional fear of world-
wide famine is different from the over-
population concept utilized by environ-
mentalists working fo avoid massive
worldwide pollution. A different cri-
terion again is employed in studies con-
cerning the extent of the world’'s natural
resources, and political scienfists use
their own standards to determine at
what point of increase world popula-
tion will become ungovernable. However
we define it, all agree that population
growth does present serious problems and
calls for serious and extended study.

Clearly we cannot maintain the pres-
ent course of shutting our eyes to the
problem. We must utilize a comprehen-
sive approach to determine all of the
implications of overpopulation if we are
to ever fashion workable programs and
policies to deal with the problems. We

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

must develop the capability to identify
and anticipate problem areas before
they develop into the crisis stage.

The machinery provided for in the bill
under consideration is well suited for
the task.

The proposed Commission will con-
duct and sponsor studies and research
and make necessary recommendations in
the following five areas:

First, the probable course of popula-
tion growth, internal migration, and re-
lated demographic developments between
now and the year 2000;

Second, the resources in the public sec-
tor of the economy that will be required
to deal with the anticipated growth in
population;

Third, the ways in which population
growth may affect the activities of Fed-
eral, State, and local governments;

Fourth, the impaet of population
growth on environmental pollution and
on the depletion of natural resources;
and

Fifth, the various means appropriate
to the ethical values and principles of
this society by which our Nation can
achieve a population level best suited
for its environmental, natural resources,
and other needs.

The Commission will be composed of
two Members of the Senate and two of
the House, representing both political
parties; and up to 20 members to be
appointed by the President, who will also
designate the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man. The Commission will make an
interim report 1 year afier it is estab-
lished and a final report 2 years after
the bill is enacted into law.

Any study of population growth would
be incomplete if it did not endeavor to
determine the impact of overpopulation
on the environment. I am pleased to note
that like my own bill, HR, 15191, the
bill reported out of the committee goes
beyond the administration’s proposal in
this area by including the effect of pop-
ulation growth on environmental pollu-
tion and depletion of natural resources
within the range of study of the pro-
posed Commission.

In the first session of the 91st Con-
gress I introduced legislation to provide
for the formulation of a national policy
on environmental quality and I was
pleased to see the substance of my bill
enacted into law. Like the bill now under
consideration, my bill envisaged the de-
velopment of an anticipatory capacity to
deal with threats fo the environment.
The environmental threat of overpopu-
lation should not be separated from the
hazards of air pollution, water pollution,
and improper land use. The inclusion of
the environmental aspect of population
growth in the bill now before us will pro-
vide governmental units on all levels with
the necessary factual foundation to
formulate and implement long-range
programs, based on population growth,
which will remedy and preserve the nat-
ural quality of the environment.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I support
the bill to establish a Commission on
Population Growth and the American
Future, a bill which I have cosponsored.
The urgency of the population question
is highlighted by the fact that by the
year 2000, the Members of this body will
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represent 100 million more Americans
than we do today, if our population, now
about 200 million, continues to climb at
today’s rate. The consequences of this
trend for our political and social institu-
tions, our environment, and the quality
of life in this country must be considered
now, If we do not like what we foresee,
we must act now to change our course.

For some years, our Nation's policy has
recognized the population problem in the
developing nations, where growth is now
doubling every 10 years. When requested,
AID has provided family planning assist-
ance for nations such as India, where the
population is increasing by about 12 mil-
lion persons per year—four times the
population of Maryland. The population
of countries in Latin America is growing
faster than that of any other major re-
gion of the world.

Our population growth in the United
States, like that of other Western na-
tions, is proceeding at a much slower
pace, and growth rates are declining.
However, the pressure of population in
America is increased by our affluence, We
cannot add more and more trash to the
environment, more poisons to our waters
and skies, and at the same time expect
our children to inherit a beautiful Amer-
ica. It is time we took a look at where
we are going.

Hearings held before the Subcommit-
tee on Conservation and Natural Re-
sources, of which I am a member, re-
vealed the need for a Commission to do
comprehensive forecasts of the impact of
population on a wide range of problems.
It is impossible to speak of an optimum
population, for example, without consid-
ering the fact that we are only beginning
to adopt the plans and programs needed
to control the quality of our environ-
ment. If the success of past efforts to
keep our air and water clean were the
measure of an optimum population, we
would have exceeded it long ago. A na-
tion that fails to conserve its natural re-
sources and allocates them foolishly will
always have too many people.

I applaud the President for proposing
to establish a Commission on Population
Growth to explore these questions and
for pledging his administration to pro-
vide the leadership that has been lacking
in this eritical area.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time and
yvield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLATNIE. Mr. Chairman, we
have no further requests for time on this
side.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 15185

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Commission on Population Growth and the

American Future is hereby established to
conduct and sponsor such studies and re-

search and make such recommendations as
may be necessary to provide information and
education to all levels of government in the
United States, and to our people, regarding
a broad range of problems associated with
population growth and their implications
for America’s future.
MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION

Sec. 2. (a) The Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future (herein-
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after referred to as the “Commission”) shall
be composed of—

(1) two Members of the Senate who shall
be members of different political parties and
who shall be appointed by the President of
the Senate;

(2) two Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives who shall be members of different
political parties and who shall be appointed
by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives; and

(3) mot to exceed twenty members ap-
pointed by the President.

(b) The President shall designate one of
the members to serve as Chairman and one
to serve as Vice Chairman of the Commission.

(¢) The majority of the members of the
Commission shall constitute a quorum, but
a lesser number may conduct hearings.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
COMMISSION

Sec. 3. (a) Members of the Commission
who are officers or full-time employees of the
United States shall serve without compensa-
tion in addition to that received for their
services as officers or employees of the
United States.

(b) Members of the Commission who are
not officers or full-time employees of the
United States shall each receive $150 per
diem when engaged in the actual perform-
ance of dutles vested in the Commission.

(e) All members of the Commission shall
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in leu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 5 of the United States
Code for persons in the Government service
employed intermittently.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Bec. 4. The Commission shall conduct an
inquiry into the following aspects of popula-
tion growth in the United States and its
foreseeable social consequences:

(1) the probable course of population
growth, internal migration, and related
demographic developments between now and
the year 2000;

(2) the resources in the public sector of the
economy that will be required to deal with
the anticipated growth in population;

(3) the ways in which population growth
may affect the activities of Federal, State,
and local government;

(4) the impact of population growth on
environmental pollution and on the depletion
of natural resources; and

(6) the wvarious means appropriate to the
ethical values and principles of this soclety
by which our Nation can achieve a popula-
tion level properly suited for its environ-
mental, natural resources, and other needs.

STAFF OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 5. (a) The Commission shall appoint
an Executive Director and such other per-
sonnel as the Commission deems ne
without regard to the provisions of title 5 of
the United States Code governing appoint-
ments in the competitive service and shall
fix the compensation of such personnel
without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subtitle II of chapter 53 of such title
relating to classification and General Sched-
ule pay rates: Provided, That no personnel
s0 appointed shall receive compensation in
excess of the rate authorized for GS-18 by
section 5332 of such title.

(b) The Executive Director, with the ap-
proval of the Commission, is authorized to
obtaln services in accordance with the pro-
visions of section 3109 of title 5 of the United
States Code, but at rates for individuals not
to exceed the per diem equivalent of the rate
authorized for GS-18 by sectlon 5332 of such
title.

(c) The Commission is authorized to enter
into contracts with public agencies, private
firms, institutions, and individuals for the
conduct of research and surveys, the prepara~
tion of reports, and other activities necessary
to the discharge of its duties.
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GOVERNMENT AGENCY COOPERATION

Sec. 6. The Commission is authorized to
request from any Federal department or
agency any information and assistance it
deems necessary to carry out its functions;
and each such department or agency is au-
thorized to cooperate with the Commission
and, to the extent permitted by law, to fur-
nish such information and assistance to the
Commission upon request made by the Chair-
man or any other member when acting as
Chairman.

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

8Eec. 7. The General Services Administration
shall provide administrative services for the
Commission on a reimbursable basis.

REPORTS OF COMMISSION: TERMINATION

Sec. 8. In order that the President and the
Congress may be kept advised of the progress
of its work, the Commission shall, from time
to time, report to the President and the
Congress such significant findings and recom-
mendations as it deems advisable. The Com-
mission shall submit an interim report to the
President and the Congress one year after it
is established and shall submit its final re-
port two years after the enactment of this
Act. The Commission shall cease to exist sixty
days after the date of the submission of its
final report.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEc. 9. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such
amounts as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this Act.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the Committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment:

On page 3, line 2, strike out “$150” and
insert “$100".

The Committee
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. Hori-
FIELD), having resumed the Chair, Mr.
KEeE, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that Committee having had
under consideration the bill (H.R. 15165)
to establish a Commission on Popula-
tion Growth and the American Future,
pursuant to House Resolution 819, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.
The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evident-
ly a quorum is not present.

amendment was

The
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The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
and the Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 371, nays 13, not voting 48,

as follows:
[Roll No. 22]

YEAS—3T1

Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson Koch
Edwards, Ala. EKuykendall
Edwards, Calif. Eyl
Edwards, La, Kyros
Ellberg Landgrebe
Erlenborn Landrum
Eshleman Langen
Evans, Colo. Latta
Evins, Tenn. Leggett
Fallon Lennon
Farbstein Lloyd
Fascell Lowenstein
Bell, Callif. Felghan Lujan
Bennett Findley Lukens
Berry Fish McCarthy
Betts Fisher MeClory
Blaggl Flood McCloskey
Biester Flowers McClure
Bingham Flynt MecCulloch
Blackburn Foley McDonald,
Blatnik Ford, Gerald R. Mich.
Boggs Ford, McEwen

Boland William D, Mc
Mc! ¥
Mc

Bolling Foreman
Bow Fountain
Brademas Fraser Macdonald,
Brasco Frelinghuysen Mass.
Brinkley Frey MacGregor
Brock Friedel Mahon
Brooks Fulton, Tenn, Mallliard
Broomfield Fuqua Mann
Marsh
Mathias

Brotzman Galifianakis
Matsunagsa

Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Eastenmeier
Kazen

Kee

Eeith
Kluczynski

Abernethy
Adair
Adams
Addabbo
Albert
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.

Annunzio
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Ayres
Barrett
Beall, Md.
Belcher

Brown, Mich, Gallagher
Brown, Ohio Garmatz
Broyhill, N.C. Gaydos
Broyhill, Va.  Gettys
Buchanan Glalmo
Burke, Fla. Gibbons
Burke, Mass. Gilbert
Burleson, Tex. Gonzalez
Burlison, Mo. Goodling
Burton, Utah Gray
Bush Green, Oreg.
Button Griffin
Byrne, Pa. Griffiths
Byrnes, Wis. Grover
Cabell Gude
Camp Hagan
Carey Haley
Carter Hall
Casey Halpern
Cederberg Hamilton
Celler Hammer-
Chamberlain schmidt
Chappell Hanley
Chisholm Hanna
Clancy Hansen, Idaho
Clausen, Hansen, Wash,
Don H, Harrington
Clawson, Del Harsha
Cleveland Harvey
Cohelan Hastings
Colller Hathaway
Collins Hawkins
Colmer Hays Olsen
Conable Hébert O'Nelll, Mass.
Conte Hechler, W. Va. Ottinger
Corman Heckler, Mass, Patman
Coughlin Helstoskl Patten
Cowger Hicks Pepper
Cramer Hogan Perkins
Holifleld Philbin
Horton Pickle
Hosmer Pirnie
Howard Poage
Hull Podell
Poff
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Jacobs Pucinski
Jarman

Quie
Johnson, Calif. Quillen

Meskill
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mize

Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.X.
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'EKonski

Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
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Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sisk

Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Watts
Weicker
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
‘Whitten
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wold
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt

Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyde1
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Taft

Talcott
Taylor Wydler
Thompson, Ga. Wylle
Thompson, N.J. Wyman
Thomson, Wis, ¥atron
Tiernan Young
Udall Zablocki
Ullman Zion
Uttt Zwach
Van Deerlin

NAYS—13
Dorn
Gross
Long, La.
O'Neal, Ga.
Passman

Roe

Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roth

Roybal
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
8t. Onge
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott

Abbitt
Bevill
Caffery
Crane
Derwinski

Rarick
Scherle
Waggonner

NOT VOTING—48

Henderson Pollock
King Powell
Kirwan Price, I11.
Kleppe Purcell
Long, Md. Rees
McDade Reifel
Madden Roudebush
Martin Sikes
Springer
Stephens
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Tunney
Widnall
Yates

Baring
Blanton
Bray

Brown, .
Burton, -
Clark ’
Clay

Conyers
Corbett
Daddario

Dawson
Esch

Fulton, Pa.
Goldwater
Green, Pa.
Gubser

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Bray.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr, King.

Mr. Madden with Mr. Eleppe.

Mr. Monagan with Mr. Reifel.

Mr. Price of Illinois with Mr. Widnall.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Tunney with Mr. McDade.

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Roudebush.

Mr. Blanton with Mr. Springer.

Mr. Burton of California with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Clark with Mr, Corbett.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. Goldwater.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Pelly.

Mr. Yates with Mr. Pollack.

Mr. Henderson with Mr. Martin.

Mr. Long of Maryland with Mr. Pulton of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Teague of Califor-
nia.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Morse.

Mr. Pike with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Rees with Mr. Clay.

Mr, Brown of California with Mr. Myers.

Mr. Powell with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Baring with Mr, Pettis.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the provisions of House Resolution
819, the Committee on Government Op-
erations is discharged from the further
consideration of the bill 8. 2701.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BLATNIK

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BuaTNIE moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the bill (S. 2701) and
insert in lieu thereof the text of the bill
(H.R. 15165) , as passed, as follows:

“That the Commission on Population
Growth and the American Future is hereby
established to conduct and sponsor such
studies and research and make such recom-
mendations as may be necessary to provide
information and education to all levels of
government in the United States, and to our
people, regarding a broad range of problems
associated with population growth and their
implications for America’s future,

“MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION

“Sgc. 2. (a) The Commission on Population
Growth and the American Puture (herein-
after referred to as the ‘Commission’) shall
be composed of—

(1) two Members of the Senate who shall
be members of different political parties and
who shall be appointed by the President of
the Senate;

“{2) two Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives who shall be members of different
political parties and who shall be appolinted
by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives; and

“(3) not to exceed twenty members ap-
pointed by the President.

“(b) The President shall designate one of
the members to serve as Chalrman and one
to serve as Vice Chairman of the Commission,

“{c) The majority of the members of the
Commission shall constitute a quorum, but
4 lesser number may conduct hearings.

“COMPENSATION OF MEMBEERS OF THE
COMMISSION

“Sec. 3. (a) Members of the Commission
who are officers or full-time employees of
the United States shall serve without com-
pensation in addition to that received for
their services as officers or employees of the
United States.

“(b) Members of the Commission who are
not officers or full-time employees of the
United States shall each receive $100 per
diem when engaged in the actual perform-
ance of duties vested in the Commission.

“(e) All members of the Commission shall
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in leu of subsistence, as authorized by
section 5703 of title 6 of the United States
Code for persons in the Government service
employed intermittently.

“DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

"Sec. 4. The Commission shall conduct an
inquiry into the following aspects of popu-
lation growth in the United States and its
foreseeable social consequences:

‘(1) the probable course of population
growth, internal migration, and related dem-
ographic developments between now and
the year 2000;

“(2) the resources in the public sector of
the economy that will be required to deal
with the anticipated growth in population;

“(3) the ways in which population growth
may affect the activities of Federal, State,
and local government;

“(4) the impact of population growth on
environmental pollution and on the deple-
tion of natural resources; and

“(5) the various means appropriate to
the ethical values and principles of this
soclety by which our Nation can achieve a
population level properly suited for its en-
vironmental, natural resources, and other
needs.

"“STAFF OF THE COMMISSION

“Sec. 5. (a) The Commission shall appoint
an Executive Director and such other per-
sonnel as the Commission deems necessary
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without regard to the provisions of title 6
of the United States Code governing appoint-
ments in the competitive service and shall
fix the compensation of such personnel
without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subtitle IT of chapter 53 of such title
relating to classification and General Sched-
ule pay rates: Provided, That no personnel
so appointed shall receive compensation in
excess of the rate authorized for GS-18 by
section 5332 of such title.

“{b) The Executive Director, with the ap-
proval of the Commission, is authorized to
obtain services in accordance with the pro-
visions of section 3109 of title 5 of the United
States Code, but at rates for individuals not
to exceed the per dlem equivalent of the
rate authorized for GS-18 by section 5332
of such title.

“(e¢) The Commission is authorized to enter
into contracts with public agenciee, private
firms, institutions, and individuals for the
conduct of research and surveys, the prepa-
ration of reports, and other activities neces-
sary to the discharge of its duties.

“GOVERNMENT AGENCY COOPERATION

“8ec. 6. The Commission is authorized to
request from any Federal department or
agency any information and assistance it
deems necessary to carry out its functions;
and each such department or agency is au-
thorized to cooperate with the Commission
and, to the extent permitted by law, to fur-
nish such information and assistance to the
Commission upon request made by the
Chairman or any other member when acting
as Chairman.

“ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

“SEc. 7. The General Services Administra-
tion shall provide administrative services for
the Commission on a reimbursable basis.

“REPORTS OF COMMISSION : TERMINATION

“Sec. 8. In order that the President and
the Congress may be kept advised of the
progress of its work, the Commission shall,
from time to time, report to the President
and the Congress such slignificant findings
and recommendations as it deems advisable.
The Commission shall submit an Interim
report to the President and the Congress
one year after it was established and shall
submit its final report two years after the
enactment of this Act. The Commission shall
cease to exist sixty days after the date of
the submission of its final report.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sgc. 9. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated such
amounts as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this Act.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. BraT-
NIK) .

The motion was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a
third time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 15165) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLATNIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the bill just
passed and to include therein extraneous
matter.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and I do not
intend to object, I would like, under this
reservation, to make a point against the
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procedure that we have just followed in
taking up the Senate bill, amending it
by substituting the House bill language,
and then passing the Senate bill. It is
proper under the rule which was granted
so I did not make any objection to the
procedure. But, under my reservation,
I would like to call the attention of the
House to the effect of this procedure.

When this procedure is followed, the
conference is under no restraint what-
ever as to what they can do—they are not
limited to reporting out a bill containing
only matters in the two versions, but can
add anything to the bill that would be
germane in either the House or the
Senate.

We followed this procedure when we
were considering the coal mine health
and safety bill last year, and that part of
the bill which dealt with black-lung com-
pensation was rewritten in conference in
such a way that it resembled neither that
which the House nor the Senate had ac-
cepted. A similar transformation took
place in the conference action on exten-
sion of the Economic Opportunity Act.

It is my intention in the future to ask
the Committee on Rules not to make this
procedure in order. I believe it is prefer-
able—and T believe the Members of this
body would prefer—that we send both the
House bill and the Senate bill to con-
ference and thus limit the conference to
those matters contained in one or the
other of the two bills.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK) ?

There was no objection.

PETITION FROM CONCERNED
PARENTS

(Mr. BRINKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Speaker, in my
hands I hold copies of a petition bearing
the signatures of 5,306 concerned par-
ents from the Sumter County, Ga., area
which has produced such men as Con-
gressmen E, L. Forrester, Stephen Pace,
Charles Frederick Crisp, and Charles
Robert Crisp.

The petition reads as follows:

To the President of the United States of
America, Congress of the United States
of America, courts of the United States
of America.

We, the undersigned concerned Parents
and Voters, do petition The President, Con-
gress, and Courts of the United States of
America to heed the following with all delib-
erate speed:

1. Grant freedom of choice privileges as
stated In the 1964 Civil Rights Legislation.

2. Stop busing students for the sole pur-
pose of achieving racial balance with no
regard for Education.

This sheaf of papers physically dem-
onstrates the deep sincerity of those who
participated. Mrs. G. T. Chappell, as
president of “Concerned Parents,” is per-
haps typical of the 5,306 citizens who
today petition their Government for
liberty and justice.

Mrs. Chappell wishes for white chil-
dren a good education; she wishes for
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black children a good education. She
wishes for all children a good education.

But do not send her children, or mine,
or yours, or anyone’'s—black or white—
across towns or counties to achieve ra-
cial balance. And do not assign teach-
ers on the basis of color, if you would
be color blind, but on the basis of ability.

If the goal of our schools really is
quality education, what is wrong with
genuine freedom of choice?

Mrs. Chappell and the other concerned
parents are good, fair minded citizens
and they would like to know what is
wrong with it. They want equity for
themselves and they wish to do equity
to others—the evidence is here in these
petitions which I am placing in the
Speaker’s lobby for your inspection and
consideration.

The present stage in history was
thousands of years in the setting. As
we change the scenery and improvise
the dialog, may we have the wisdom and
patience to allow the players to find
their changing roles and adjust to their
new parts. We are not playing a one-
night stand. Our actions are for eternity.

SALE OF AIRCRAFT TO ISRAEL

(Mr. WOLFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. WOLFF, Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing today, with the support of 24
colleagues from both sides of the aisle
and all parts of the country, a resolu-
tion expressing the sense of Congress
that the United States should sell to
Israel aircraft necessary to Israel’s de-
fense against the Soviet takeover of the
entire Middle East.

In the days ahead I expect to intro-
duce several companion bills since many
more Members agree about the necessity
of Israel having an adequate deterrent
to Communist-inspired Arab aggression.

Unfortunately the tense situation in
the Middle East has been aggravated by
the French sale to Libya of more than
100 military jets. This escalation of the
arms race shows France's reckless atti-
tude toward peace and has undermined
U.S. efforts to promote an arms embargo.
France has spoken one way, acted
another and the whole world suffers.

But we have the capacity to maintain
a balance in the Middle East. This can be
done if we carry through on the Presi-
dent's statement that:

The U.S. is prepared to supply military
equipment necessary to the efforts of friendly
governments, like Israel, to defend the safety
of her people.

The resolution we are introducing to-
day is consistent with the President’s
words and deserving of prompt affirma-
tive action. Under leave I wish to include
a copy of the resolution and list of the
cosponsors in the RECORD:

H. Con. Res. 91-511

A concurrent resolution expressing the sense
of the Congress that the United States
should sell Israel aircraft necessary for
Israel’s defense
Whereas five successive United States Pres-

idents have seen the relationship between
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Israel’s integrity and survival and U.S. na-
tional interests; and

Whereas the Soviet Union and France have
sharply escalated the Middle East arms race;
and

Whereas a balance of power is the best
available deterrent to full-scale war; and

Whereas the President has said *“The
United States is prepared to supply military
equipment necessary to the efforts of friendly
governments, like Israel’s, to defend the safe-
ty of their people;” and

Whereas the government of Israel has asked
to purchase jet aircraft (beyond current
sales) essential to its defense;

It is hereby resolved by the House of Rep-
resentatives (the Senate concurring), That
it is the sense of the Congress that the
President should take such steps as may be
necessary, as soon as possible after the adop-
tion of this concurrent resolution, to nego-
tiate an agreement with the Government of
Israel providing for the sale to Israel, on a
cash basis, by the United States of military
aircraft, commonly known as Phantom jets
and Skyhawk jets, in amounts as Israel deems
necessary for her security.

COSPONSORS

Mr. Addabbo, Mr. Biaggi, Mr, Bingham, Mr.
Burke of Florida, Mr. Button, Mr. Carey, Mr.
Derwinski, Mr. Farbstein, Mr. Fulton of
Pennsylvania, Mr. Grover, Mr. Halpern, Mrs.
Heckler of Massachusetts, Mr. Helstoski, Mr.
Lowensteln, Mr. McNeally, Mr. Nix, Mr. Pep-
per, Mr. Pike, Mr. Rosenthal, Mr. Ryan, Mr.
Scheuer, Mr. Whitehurst, Mr. Willlams and
Mr. Wydler.

THE DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE APPROPRIATION BILL

(Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row the House will start debating the
HEW-Labor appropriation bill which has
been vetoed by the President and sent
back to the Congress for reconsideration.

It appears that no matter how much
dispatch is used by this House, it now
looks most probable that because of the
delays in dealing with this legislation,
we will not be able to conclude action on
this legislation prior to the 28th of Feb-
ruary. If this occurs or at least appears
to be true, then we are going to need
another continuing resolution because
the present continuing resolution ex-
pires on that date. You know and I know
there is no chance of getting another
continuing resolution through Congress
so we can expect considerable chaos after
February 28.

Mr. Speaker, prior to the Lincoln holi-
day I had asked the House not to delay
action on this very important legisla-
tion, but to proceed with this appropri-
ation bill so that we could resolve what-
ever differences there are between this
Chamber and the other body and send
this bill to the President before the 1st
of March.

I am here to tell you as chairman of
the Subcommittee on General Education
that all over this Nation schools are go-
ing to be faced with early closing this
yvear. They are not going to have the
money which they anticipated receiving
from this legislation.

I call your attention to the testimony
of the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare before the Committee on
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Rules in which he said that the admin-
istration is not paying out according to
the Joelson-Cohelan amendment as
contained in the resolution under which
we are now operating.

Mr. Speaker, school districts all over
the country have budgeted on the basis
of the anticipated revenue that they
were going to receive from the contin-
uing resolution and from the action taken
by the House of Representatives be-
fore the President vetoed the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I want the Recorp to

show that it is not our side that has been
causing the delays. We were ready to act
on this bill prior to the Lincoln recess,
vote on it and send it to the other
body.
I want this Nation and everyone con-
cerned to know if indeed there is a crisis
because of the failure to get through
another resolution before March 1, it is
not the fault of the majority of this
House. The minority specifically asked
for a delay before the Lincoln recess.
Now we see the mess we are in. I hope
the White House will take note of the
fact that whatever delays there have
been in connection with this legislation
are not because of any action on this side
of the aisle. We have been ready to vote
on this legislation right along.

Mr. Speaker, to complicate matters
further, the Secretary told the Rules
Committee that if the Michel amend-
ment is not contained in the new appro-
priation bill, the President will probably
veto the bill again.

So I want you to know that our 35,000
school districts in this country right
now do not know whether they are going
to be able to stay open for the rest of the
school year. They have borrowed money
in anticipation of receiving these reve-
nues, and unless this aid is forthcoming
within the next 60 days or so, I think
this House ought to know as well as the
President what is going to happen as a
result of his veto.

Mr. Speaker, the tragedy of this thing
is that the Secretary appeared before
the Rules Committee and said that an-
other veto is likely.

When the President initially vetoed
the bill his message was delivered over
nationwide television, where all the peo-
ple of America saw the President veto
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the net gain of his veto
would be $500 million and all of that at
the expense of children in disadvantaged
areas.

So, on the $19 billion bill the most
they can save is $500 million and all of
that at the expense of the school kids in
disadvantaged areas. The American
people were led to believe that the veto
action would result in massive savings
and make a substantial contribution to-
ward fighting inflation. Now they will
have a chance to see the veto result in
a saving of less than 2% percent of the
total bill and have no significant impact
on inflation. I would have been more im-
pressed if the veto resulted in a substan-
tial saving as long as the President made
such a big production of the veto. When
this whole business is eoncluded, I doubt
if there will be even a $500 million
saving.
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HEW APPROPRIATION BILL

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, a few mo-
ments ago the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. Pucinsgi) made some point with
respect to the delay in the consideration
of the HEW bill after its having been
vetoed by the President, and making it
appear as though we, on the minority
side, are responsible for that delay be-
cause of our agreeing some time ago to
the Lincoln Day recess.

We admit to the fact that it had to
be delayed for those 3 or 4 days of the
recess—but let us go back a little bit to
the enactment of that bill back on July
31, 1969, and to the protracted delay
and the period of time that has trans-
pired between last July 31, 1969, and to-
day—and what were the causes for that
delay. This was one of the reasons why
I made my appearance before the Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday in support of
the discretionary language that I had
hoped would remain in the bill, as re-
ported out of the Committee on Appro-
priations. Because we are two-thirds of
the way through the fiscal year, it seems
to me the least we can do is to give the
President the discretionary authority to
make some adjustments that he ought to
make to spend this money wisely and
prudently. How many times have we, in
this Congress, criticized the executive
branch for trying to spend all that they
possibly could in the last remaining
month of the fiscal year just to get under
the gun and to conform with the law.

I think it is an unconscionable thing
to do, and I regret that we will not be able
to have the opportunity of openly dis-
cussing that particular measure on the
floor because we did not get a rule waiv-
ing points of order. But these are the
rules of the House. We made the piteh
and we lost. Now we will have to take
another tack on the floor of this House
tomorrow and I am sure we will still give
the membership an opportunity to vote
in some way on figures that will more
closely represent the President’s rec-
ommendations rather than those high
flying figures which in our judgment are
far too much for the administration to
stomach at this time.

STATE SENATOR CRISS COLE, A
BLIND WAR VET, HONORED AS
TEXAS GOVERNOR FOR A DAY

(Mr. CASEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks
ago, the people of Texas paid tribute to
a great and courageous legislator from
Houston, our State Senator Criss Cole.

In a heartwarming ceremony attended
by thousands, the senator as president
pro tempore was sworn in as Governor
of Texas during the absence from the
State of our Governor and Lieutenant
Governor.

Criss, my longtime friend, is blind. He
lost his eyesight to a Japanese hand
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grenade while fighting as a marine on
the island of Tarawa in 1943. His life,
his whole career as an attorney, and as a
legislator for 15 years, is a testament to
the courage and dedication of this man.
To some—blindness is a handicap. To
Criss, as he terms it, it is an “inconven-
ience.”

His day as Governor—which he shared
with all our handicapped in Texas—was
capped with even a greater honor. Criss
was appointed judge of a newly created
juvenile court in Harris County by Gov.
Preston Smith. I know he will serve with
honor and distinction, for he brings to
the bench a wealth of experience and
compassion for people and their prob-
lems. Because so many of my colleagues
know him personally, and because his is
an outstanding story of one man's cour-
age against heavy odds, I take pleasure
in bringing the following story to the
attention of all:

HousToN's BLIND STATE SENATOR, Criss CoLE,
TAxEs THE OATH As TEXAs’ GOVERNOR FOR
A Day

Raindrops were falling outside, Inside the
Capitol and later at an Austin motel ball-
room where Houstonians were paying tribute
to one of their own, teardrops were falling
just as profusely.

They were happy tears, though. Proud
tears. Tears brought on by moving storles
told on Houston's state senator and honoree,
Criss Cole.

Cole, who came to Houston without eye-
sight or a high school diploma, was being
honored as Governor for a Day, A lawyer
since 1954 and a legislator for 15 years, Cole
was blinded by a Japanese hand grenade in
1943 while fighting as a Marine on the island
of Tarawa.

Thousands of Cole’s friends and constitu-
ents were in Austin Jan. 10, when Cole, who
was elected president pro tempore by the
Senate last fall, was serving as governor in
the absence of Gov. Preston Smith and Lt.
Gov. Ben Barnes.

The day of festivities began in the Senate
Chamber. With the U.8. Marine Drum and
Bugle Corps from Washington D.C. playlng
the “Marine Corps Hymn,” Cole entered the
chamber with wife Joanne at his side. She,
as well as the other women in Cole's life,
wore the colors of the American and Texan
flags. Mrs, Cole was in red and blue as were
Cole's granddaughter, Karen Lynn, 2, and
his secretary, Miss Carolyn Vaughn. Cole's
mother, Mrs. J. M. Cole of Rosenberg, wore
a red suit and carried navy blue gloves. His
daughter-in-law, Mrs. Dennis Cole, wore a
solid white dress.

“This is the day the Lord has made for
Criss Cole,” the Rev. V. J. Guinan, president
emeritus of the Unlversity of St. Thomas,
sald in the Invocation preceeding the swear-
ing-in ceremony.

And it was.

Cole started the day as a senator, By mid-
morning he had become governor and by late
afternoon he had accepted Gov. Smith’s ap-
pointment as judge to one of Harris County’s
newly created juvenile courts.

At the swearing-in event, Dennis, 23, the
older of Cole's sons, acted as master of cere-
monies and introduced Secretary of State
Martin Dies Jr. who administered the oath
of governor to Cole. Warren Cole, 21, Intro-
duced the state’s new First Family, and
brought on the first surge of tears.

In a halting voice, Warren credited his
mother as being the inspiration to his
father.

“She made hard times a little better and
turned tears into smiles,” he sald.

Tears brimming in Mrs. Cole's eyes flooded
over and rushed down her cheeks. Gov. Cole
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bit down on his quivering lips and finally
took out a handkerchief and dabbed away
the tears he was unable to control.

“I was so moved,” Mrs. Cole later sald.
“Warren seemed so sincere and he was so
moved. I was hoping and praying he could
make it. He's so emotlonal.

“I was feeling so thankful for having two
wonderful boys. You hope they turn out how
you've planned and I've been satisfied seeing
them go into manhood.”

In introducing his grandparents to the
audience which filled the first floor and over-
flowed into the gallery, Warren described
them as “hard-working, unselfish citizens
who helped build our great state—people
who spent 16 hours a day tilling the soil.”

Papa Cole, a white-haired, fragile-looking
retired farmer, kept molst eyes throughout
the day.

Mama Cole, her carefully coiffured white
curls framing her steady face, seemed to pos-
sess the most control.

“It was an awfully good feeling (seeing
her son take the oath of governor),” she
said. "I felt as if I were on top of the world.”

In a departure from traditional governor-
for-a-day {festivities, Cole shared his day
with the handicapped of the state,

Some 82 exhibits requiring about 300 han-
dicapped persons to man them were scat-
tered throughout the Capitol. The exhibits
emphasized the skills and talents of the
handicapped and included booths which
demonstrated devices to aid the handi-
capped.

Cole, who had toured the exhibits the
day before the festivities, was impresed with
what he found.

“If a person has real determination he can
do lots,” Cole said. “And there is nothing in
my knowledge to discourage a handicapped
person from running for office. If you don't
work hard, you don't get elected.”

“However,” Cole sald, “the worst thing a
handicapped person can do is to use his han-
dicap to get a public office. I have never
apologized for my blindness. My blindness
does cause me an inconvenience but utilizing
aids and materials, 1t is not a handicap, just
an inconvenience.”

As governor, Cole issued seven proclama-
tions, one calling on Texans to give support
in providing better special education pro-
grams for exceptional children; a second one
calling attention to the importance of creat-
ing and developing programs for the educa-
tion, rehabilitation and employment of the
handicapped; a third calling for the abate-
ment of pollution and the others commend-
ing the Houston Heights Lions Club and all
Lions Clubs in District 282, the Fraternal
Order of Eagles, the City of Houston, and the
members of the Bishop Odin Council No.
2917 and the Supreme Council of the
Enights of Columbus for their civic accom-
plishments.

At the luncheon attended by some 1700
persons, city, county, state and mnational
figures pald tribute to Cole.

A wire from former President Lyndon John-
son, stated: “You have come a long way from
Tarawa to the capital of Texas. You mastered
misfortune and gained wisdom from it.”

Cole introduced an old friend in the audi-
ence, John Bires, who was Cole's first reader
at the University of St. Thomas, Bires, per-
sonnel director for a West Virginia steel firm,
made the trip to Austin through efforts by
state Sen. Hank Grover, another of Cole’s
classmates.

Recognizing the handicapped again, Cole
said, “I belleve the handicapped are entitled
to an education and the best rehabilitation
that can be provided by man.

“Some (handicaps) have stars at their
fingertips and you citizens can help them
reach these stars.

“Until this is done, we cannot say that
America is the land of opportunity.”
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ASSISTING OUR WILDLIFE AND
OUTDOOR

WILDLIFE-RELATED
RECREATION

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, today
Congressman DINGELL and I have intro-
duced a bill that seeks to open the way
for a substantial national contribution
to wildlife and wildlife-related outdoor
recreation. I refer to the bill that we
have prepared to impose a manufac-
turers’ excise tax on certain kinds of
archery gear and equipment, with the
proceeds therefrom being deposited in
a special account in the Treasury in sup-
port of the purposes of the Federal Aid
in Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937.

For my colleagues who may not be
fully acquainted with the Federal Aid
in Wildlife Restoration Act, let me ex-
plain that it authorizes the dedication
of the proceeds of a 10-percent manu-
facturers’ excise tax on ammunition and
the 11-percent tax on sporting firearms
to the purposes of this program. The
money is apportioned among the States
on the basis of population and land area.
The current fiscal year's apportionment
is in excess of $31 million. To qualify for
its share, a State must submit approvable
projects under the terms of the act and
supply $1 for each $3 in Federal aid for
which it qualifies.

Since it was authorized in 1937, the
Federal aid in wildlife restoration pro-
gram largely has been responsible for the
improved status and expanded range of
white-tailed deer, elk, pronghorn ante-
lope, wild turkey, bighorn sheep, and
other species that were at a low point
following the tragic era of wildlife waste
in this country. Funds collected and ap-
portioned under the popular program
have made possible vital research and the
acquisition of refuges and public hunt-
ing areas in all States and territories.

The Federal aid or P-R Act, as it is
known after its sponsors, Senator Key
Pitman, of Nevada and then-Represent-
ative Willis A. Robertson, of Virginia,
has contributed substantially to the res-
toration of wildlife in this country. About
$350 million has been collected and allo-
cated to the States since the program
was begun; nearly 3 million acres of
land have been purchased and developed
for wildlife and public hunting; about
1 million acres of wetlands have been ac-
quired for waterfowl.

Under the impetus provided by the
Federal aid program, the States have
considerably expanded and strengthened
their wildlife programs. Universities and
colleges responded by initiating educa-
tional programs in wildlife management,
with the result that the State agencies
today are staffed by well-trained and
capable wildlife professionals. No State
may qualify to participate in the pro-
gram if any of the receipts from the sale
of hunting licenses are diverted to non-
wildlife purposes, a practice that was
common back in the old days of politi-
cally dominated fish and wildlife agen-
cies. This simple, but essential, provi-
sion in the P-R program has prevented
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millions of dollars from being siphoned
away from necessary wildlife purposes.
Additionally, the regulations require that
the States hire trained personnel to car-
ry out the programs possible under the
act, a requirement that has greatly en-
hanced the overall level of professional
competence within the State wildlife
agencies.

Two beneficiaries of the firearms
hunter-supported Federal aid in wildlife
restoration program are archers and the
archery industry. They have benefited
because wildlife technicians, relying on
funds made available through the P-R
program, have acquired significant wild-
life properties and have conducted re-
search and management programs that
have resulted in the widespread restora-
tion of game animals, like deer. Pertinent
research has yielded information mak-
ing it possible for game agencies to open
and considerably lengthen the seasons
in which deer may be hunted, and par-
ticularly by archers. Yet archers make
no contribution in support of the essen-
tial wildlife work conducted by the State
agencies, other than through their pur-
chase of necessary licenses and permits.
The firearms hunter also purchases com-
parable permits, but he makes an addi-
tional contribution through his purchase
of sporting firearms and ammunition
which bear the supporting manufactur-
ers’ excise tax. Archers benefit from all
of this. They enjoy the longer and more
liberal seasons and hunt on properties
purchased by the State wildlife agen-
cies. They, too, should contribute to this
excellent Federal aid program. To do so
would be to look after their own best
interest.

My colleagues should know that sports-
men's, manufacturers’ and other orga-
nizations appeared before the appropri-
ate committees considering the Excise
Tax Reduction Act of 1965 to urge that
the taxes on sporting firearms and am-
munition not be reduced or abolished.
They gave absolute priority to the con-
tinuation of the Federal aid in wildlife
restoration program. The Congress heed-
ed their advice, for many Members of
Congress are hunters, too, and the popu-
lar tax was not touched. I think this is
very significant, because while the tax
is collected at the manufacturing level,
it is, in fact, the sportsmen who actually
pay it by virtue of their purchase of am-
munition and sporting firearms.

I cannot estimate how much would be
yielded by a 10 to 11 percent manufac-
turers’ excise tax on archery gear and
equipment, Mr. Speaker, This would de-
pend on the items to be taxed. Some
clearly do not have a hunting applica-
tion. I would expect that this would be
worked out with the manufacturers of
archery equipment and with their trade
associations. The idea is not to be puni-
tive, but rather to identify those items
of equipment and associated gear defi-
nitely having a hunting function.

Our bill also follows legislation now
under consideration that would dedicate
the proceeds from the long-existing
manufacturers’ excise tax on handguns
to the purposes of the Federal aid in
wildlife restoration program. That
money, now amounting to about $5 mil-
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lion annually, has been going into the
general funds of the Treasury since 1932.

The legislation relating fo the hand-
gun tax would dedicate one-half of the
yearly collections to the wildlife restora-
tion phases of the 1937 act; the States
would be given the option of using the
remaining half for the conduct of hunter
safety training and for the acquisition,
development, and operation of public
shooting ranges. I think these are nec-
essary purposes, daily growing more im-
portant, in fact, by expansion and con-
centration of population. Sportsmen need
this training in the safe handling and use
of firearms and ‘they also need public
ranges at which the instruction can be
given and where actual practice firing
may be done. From what I have observed
at a few small local archery ranges, the
man who chooses to follow this most an-
cient and sportsmanlike method of
hunting also needs properly designed
and operated ranges at which to achieve
the level of skill so necessary to the suc-
cessful practice of his sport.

Few Members need to be reminded
that archery, like all forms of outdoor
recreation, is participated in by more
and more people each year. Our bill seeks
to do these recreationists and the manu-
facturers a service by giving them an
opportunity to contribute to the future
well-being of their sport. I urge my col-
leagues to obtain copies of my bill, to
study it closely, and to introduce com-
panion proposals of their own.
~ The record of the Federal aid in wild-
life restoration program is strong and
compelling. Our bill offers an avenue for
similar progress and advancement of
wildlife and of the recreation based on
it. I am sure that public hearings will
bring forward many witnesses and sug-
gestions as to the appropriate method of
proceeding. I already have received
pledges of support from representatives
of the archery industry and of archers
themselves. Those of my colleagues who
would care to join me in this will be
making a contribution to all who hold
hunting to be one of our Nation's finest
forms of outdoor recreation.

MARIHUANA

(Mr. HUNT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I have been
critical of efforts to so reduce the pen-
alties for the possession and use of mari-
huana as to border on legalization. As a
practical matter, enforcement efforts
will be as lax as the penalties are mean-
ingless and without substance.

Although the preponderance of pub-
licity and testimony has been on the
side of leniency, and is suggestive of the
last decade's characteristic permissive-
ness in the administration of criminal
justice, I believe it is critically impor-
tant not to overact by the implementa-
tion of mere token penalties or, in the
extreme, legalization of marihuana.

My experience in the field of enforce-
ment in connection with narcotics laws
is still more convincing evidence of the
dangers of marihuana than recent vague
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and indefinite medical testimony inter-
preted to reach a contrary conclusion. I
would commend to your attention the in-
sights on the subject of a past com-
mander of an evacuation hospital in
Vietnam which has the largest psychi-
atric team in the war zone. Col. John J.
Kovarie, MC. U.S. Army states in a letter
reprinted in the January 23, 1970 issue of
the Washington Evening Star that:
Men who had taken marihuana (wide-
spread use among our combat personnel is
acknowledged) and who were brought to our
hospital, either for outpatient consultation
or hospitalization, had recognized behavioral
defects and were usually psychotic-like in
nature. That is, they either had feelings of
persecution, delusions of grandeur, were
abnormally euphoric and in some cases, had
become physically unmanageable, had con-
vulsions, or had even committed murder.

After refuting the frequently made
comparison with aleohol, Colonel Ko-
varic observes:

While sclentific declsions are being made
about the mental, physical, social and eco-
nomic effects of various drugs, there is more
than adequate evidence that marihuana is
a drug to be condemned and controlled. If
any drug in today's pharmacy had the ef-
fects and complications of marijuana it
would immediately be banned and relegated
to the fate of thalldomlide!

His concluding point, and one with
which I fully concur:

Because punishments for the use of mari-
huana seem to be excesslve, It is sheer
lunacy to overreact by legalizing (or I might
add, by imposing meaningless token pen-
?lties) in an attempt to eliminate a prob-
em;

QUALITY OF EDUCATION IN THE
UNITED STATES

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend her
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr,. Speaker,
yesterday 11 Members of the House, on a
bipartisan basis, introduced a resolution
calling for the appointment of a select
committee from the House of Represent-
atives to study the effects of Federal pol-
icies on the quality of education in the
United States. Mr. Speaker, I want to
repeat to study the effects of Federal
policies on the quality of education. The
10 others who have cosponsored this bill
are: Mr. AYres, Mr. Giaimo, Mr. QUIE,
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr. MICHEL, Mr.
Smite of Iowa, Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois,
Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr., ERLENBORN, and
Mr. STRATTON.

Mr. Speaker, the members of such a
committee—if this resolution is ap-
proved—would come from the various
committees of the Congress that handle
education legislation. Many student aid
programs originate in the Education and
Labor Committee and are administered
by the Office of Education. The largest
student financial assistance program for
college students is under the Veterans’
Affairs Committee. The second largest
financial student aid program is author-
ized by the Ways and Means Committee
and is under social security. Advanced
funding is the responsibility of the Ap-
propriations Committee.

The Federal involvement in education
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is under the direction of eight Cabinet-
level departments and 19 Federal agen-
cies. We question the effect that this
proliferation of programs and the dis-
persion of congressional responsibility
have on the quality of education. The
manner and timing of congressional
funding should be reviewed.

Also studied would be the impact on
the quality of education when so much
national emphasis has been placed on
the value of sheepskins and the impor-
tance of a 4-year college training. Not
nearly as much national effort has been
made for technical education and voca-
tional training at either the secondary
or postsecondary levels.

The results of a study on the effects
of Federal laws on busing to achieve a
certain racial quota and the results of
Federal effort to curb the violence in the
classrooms might result in recommen-
dations by the select committee to the
Judiciary Committee or the Education
Committee or to the Civil Rights Com-
mission or to the Justice Department.

It would be the purpose of the study
to try to determine where vitally funded
efforts have achieved success and where
they have failed. More importantly it
would be the effort to find out if the
administration of Federal laws ex-
pedited or thwarted the intent of Con-
gress in authorizing them. The study
would not limit itself to programs ad-
ministered just by the Office of Educa-
tion but other areas would be closely
scrutinized. Other Democrats besides
the six already referred to, who have
indicated to me their wish to cosponsor
the legislation today are as follows:
WILLIAM ANDERSON, JOHN BLATNIK,
DomINICK DANIELS, JIM DELANEY, JOHN
DeNT, Ep EDMONDSON, JACK FLYNT, NICK
GALIFIANAKIS, JOE GAYDOS, Sam Gis-
BONS, WAYNE Hays, CHET HOLIFIELD,
WALTER JONES, JoseprH KARTH, PHIL
LanprumM, CLAUDE PEPPER, BERNIE SISK,
OLIN TEAGUE, AL ULLMAN, Jim WRIGHT,
and JouN YoUNG.

We sincerely hope that the other
Members of the House will consider this
resolution and we would be most pleased
if additional Members on both sides of
the aisle would cosponsor it.

ATTACK ON HIGHER EDUCATION

(Mr. FRASER asked and was given
permission to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I was sad-
dened to read the statements of the
Vice President of the United States in
attacking both public and private in-
stitutions of higher education which
sought to open the doors to minority
students. In all of my years I have never
heard a high public official of the United
States make such an attack on free
institutions in America with such base
motives.

My sentiments are expressed exactly
in a recent column by Frank Mankiewicz
and Tom Braden, which I include in
the ReEcorp at this point:

AGNEW'S ATTACK ON COLLEGE Prans To

REeCRUIT NEGROES WAS RACIST

The Vice President’s speech last Thurs-

day—Iin which he attacked college and uni-
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versity admission policies as “a special kind
of madness” has evoked no remarkable re-
sponse, according to his office. That news—
at least—is better than the speech.

University officlals and faculty think Ag-
new’s words will make their job more dif-
ficult. Some of them are wondering, with
Yeats, "What rough beast, its our come round
at least, sloughes toward Bethlehem to be
born?"

At Yale and Harvard, at Dartmouth and
Princeton—to name a few of the country’s
older seats of learning—it is easler today
for a black student to enter the freshman
class than for a white of equal scholastic
achievement.

These colleges and others are trying des-
perately to reach a quota—that is, to achieve
a student body roughly representative of the
number of blacks In the nation—approxi-
mately 11 per cent. It is not easy to reach
this quota.

It may come as a surprise to white sub-
urbanites that one of the maost difficult
tasks of admissions officers is persuading
capable blacks to make the effort. As one put
it off the record, “Sometimes, we almost have
to tear them away from their mothers. Cen-
turies of slavery, segregation, and second-
class education have not promoted ambition.”

But the nation’s private and public in-
stitutions have—by and large—bravely at-
tempted to meet the challenge. Their sense
of duty is born of awareness that as blacks
demanded equal opportunity it was some-
body’s job to provide the educatien to pre-
pare them for it. T'o build a society in which
black people hold a proportion of the top
Jobs—because they can do these jobs as
well as whites—is their aim, in the name
of justice—but also In the name of social
stability.

Not only courage, but perseverance—long
hours of explaining to parents, alumni, stu-
dents and trustees—has been necessary to
enable them to set forth upon their task.
And as black students entered—and fre-
quently made outrageous demands—the job
of these men has been Herculean.

The question that must be asked now is
whether the goal they set is wrong. The Vice
President of the United States has attacked
it in language that goes straight to the
Jugular. “Would you like to be operated on,”
the Vice President has asked the nation, “by
a man who was admitted to medical school
as part of a quota?”

Despite some evidence to the contrary,
Spiro Agnew is not a fool. He knows there
is not a medical school in the country that
would graduate a black doctor who could
not fulfill its requirements, and no one pro-
poses that they do so.

For that matter, there 15 not a liberal arts
college or university that would graduate a
black student who could not meet its stand-
ards. But the distinction between an admis-
sion standard and a graduation standard is
one that Agnew and his White House speech
writers chose to ignore. The result is polit-
ical hay at a very high cost.

For some time, Agnew has been snuffling
along the American trail, seeking the beast
that is in us all. It would appear that he
has found him and identified his diet.

The gquestion is, what kind of America
does the Vice President want? There are
short-term votes among white parents who
fear their children will be forced to shop
among second-choice colleges and profes-
sional schools. There are even more votes
among construction workers who see their
jobs threatened by black apprentices.

Agnew appealed to these prejudices, Pres-
ident Nixon’s “Philadelphia Plan™ or no. If
the Vice President means what he says,
we will soon be two Americas, both armed.

President Nixon, who was elected—he says
—to “bring us together,” owes an apology
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to the educators and college officials who
have been trylng to save his country. Fail-
ing that, he could at least tell his Vice
President to stop making racist speeches on
Lincoln's Birthday.

MARGIOTTA DEMANDS
RESIGNATION

(Mr. LOWENSTEIN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I
think the American people may be in-
terested in a situation that is developing
in the Fifth Congressional District.

I believe it is fair to say that when I
was elected to Congress, everyone knew
pretty much where I stood on the war,
and in fact on most other major issues.
But for many months now Mr. Joseph
Margiotta, the Nassau County Repub-
lican Chairman, among others, has been
demanding my resignation on the
grounds that I do not represent the views
of the people of the Fifth Congressional
District on the war and on problems re-
lated to the war.

Demands like those of Mr. Margiotta
could ordinarily be discounted the way
that most political statements are dis-
counted, but these are not ordinary
times. The war grinds on, and so does
inflation, poverty, pollution, and a host
of other curable ills. Meanwhile, the Na-
tion waits in vain for leadership with
guts, brains, and programs to cure these
ills. Instead, it gets nostrums and name-
calling from the national administration,
and the spirit of the people grows more
troubled and querulous while the na-
tional will seems almost paralyzed.

Vietnam remains at the heart of these
difficulties. I cannot support the Presi-
dent’s policies there for I am convinced
that these policies will lead to many
more years of war, with all the horror
that entails for the United States and
for Vietnam. Mr. Nixon may feel that
5,000 more dead Americans—and God
knows how many more Vietnamese killed
by Americans—are small numbers. I do
not.

In these circumstances, I believe there
is much to be said for the kind of elec-
toral test that could occur if I were to
resign, as Mr. Margiotta and others have
suggested, and let the voters decide if
they want me to continue as their Repre-
sentative.

I assumed that Mr. Margiotta and the
others who have asked me to resign did
not intend to have the Fifth Congres-
sional District go unrepresented in Con-
gress. If I resign, the only way the Fifth
Congressional District can be repre-
sented would be to hold a special elec-
tion to fill the vacancy. So if Mr. Mar-
giotta’s demands for my resignation
were not pure grandstanding, it seemed
reasonable to expect him and his asso-
ciates to join enthusiastically in asking
the Governor to assure that a special
election would be held promptly to fill
the vacancy that would be created by my
resignation.

But that is not what happened. Mr.
Margiotta’s reaction to my offer to take
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his proposal seriously was to call it
“absurd,” a rather curious—if not in it-
self absurd—turn of events. Other Re-
publicans—including State Senator Nor-
man Lent, who has seemed extremely
eager to come to Congress as soon as pos-
sible until this opportunity arose—now
are unexpectedly unenthusiastic about
my accepting the challenge.

Two explanations suggest themselves
for this odd behavior: either they want
me to resign if I agree to leave the Fifth
Congressional District entirely unrepre-
sented for the remaining 10 months of
my term; or they are unwilling to put up,
and will therefore be obliged to shut up,
now that their bluff has been called. The
first interpretation does little credit to
their respect for the needs of the com-
munity; the second does even less credit
to their political courage.

I have made it clear that the moment
the Governor agrees to call a special elec-
tion he will have my resignation, and the
people of the Fifth Congressional District
can then say who they want to represent
them for the remainder of the term to
which I was elected in November 1968.
Since the State legislature has dis-
membered the Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict, there will be no other way that the
people of this district can make such a
choice. And while I disagree with Mr,
Margiotta about what choice they would
make, I agree that the issues are too
critical to deny them the right to choose.

Let me also make it clear right now
that a special election would fill my seat
only for the rest of my current term.
Even if I were to win such an election, I
would have to run again in November
under the new district lines if I wanted
to stay in Congress next year.

I have hesitated to take this step for
personal reasons and for reasons of
precedent. To begin with, one does not
lightly put one’s family or one's com-
munity through extra campaigns for of-
fices fairly won. And midterm resigna-
tions are not generally desirable in our
system of government.

But Ameriea is in the kind of crisis
that makes usual politics unacceptable.
We play politics as usual now at our
own grave national peril.

The division about the President's war
policies is very deep. His claim that a
majority of the American people sup-
ports; these policies should be subjected
to the best test available, which in the
last analysis is an election. In America
the people must speak on questions like
these, not the politicians.

My resignation, then, could achieve
three useful results. It could insure that
the people of the Fifth Congressional
Distriet will have a spokesman in Con-
gress during the next 10 critical months
who will represent them properly on the
great problems besetting the Nation.

It could provide a clear test of how the
American people feel about the Presi-
dent’s leadership on the war, and on the
crisis at home, in a district in which the
President obtained a higher percentage
of the popular vote in 1968 than he did in
the Nation at large.

And it could help reinvigorate in some
way the electoral process itself, so more
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Americans will see that they can, in fact,
influence the national policies that affect
so profoundly their lives and the future
of their country,

I have decided on this course in the
spirit of the late Senator George W. Nor-
ris of Nebraska, who opposed steps he
believed would involve the United States
unnecessarily in the First World War.
Senator Norris warned that a Member of
Congress who ignored his conscience on
a matter as basic as war and peace “be-
comes only an automatic machine” re-
quiring “no patriotism, no education, and
no courage.”

Instead, Senator Norris decided that
he must “do what in my own heart I be-
lieve to be right for the people at large”
and “let my constituents decide whether
I was representing them or misrepre-
senting them in Washington.” So he
wrote to the Governor of his State offer-
ing to resign his seat in the Senate and
urging the Governor to call a special
election. In this letter he said he had “no
desire to represent the people of Nebraska
if my official conduct is contrary to their
wishes.”

He wrote:

I will not . . . violate my oath of office by
voting in favor of a proposition that means
the surrender by Congress of its sole right
to declare war. . . . If my refusal to do this
is contrary to the wishes of the people of
Nebraska, then I should be recalled and
someone else selected to fill the place . . .
I am, however, so firmly convinced of th
righteousness of my course that I believe if
the intelligent and patriotic citizenship of
the country can only have an opportunity to
hear both sides of the question, all the
money in Christendom . .. will not be able
to defeat the prineiple of government for
which our forefathers fought. . . . If I am
wrong, then I not only ought to retire, but
I desire to do so. I have no desire to hold
public office if T am expected blindly to . ..
be a rubber stamp even for the President of
the United States.

This Republic is stronger for the con-
tributions of men like George Norris who
understood that in a free country no
public office is more important than
obeying one’s conscience and then being
prepared to abide by the decision of the
people.

Some may suggest that it is “grand-
standing” to offer to resign rather than
simply to resign. I would in, fact, prefer
to resign outright. The U.S. Constitu-
tion says:

When vacancies happen in the representa-
tion from any state, the executive authority
thereof shall issue writs of election to fill
such vacancles. (Art. 1, sec. 2, (4)).

But the New York State statute leaves
the decision about filling vacancies to
the discretion of the Governor, and the
work of a Congressman is too important
to his constituents to risk leaving them
unrepresented for 10 months. So I have
concluded that I cannot resign until it
is certain that the Fifth Congressional
District will not be unrepresented as a
result of my resignation.

I want to repeat now what I said on
Monday: I urge and expect Mr. Mar-
giotta and those who have joined with
him to demand my resignation—I urge
and expect them to join with me now in
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urging the Governor to agree to a spe-
cial election.

If they persist in calling their own
proposal absurd simply because I took
it seriously, it will be perfectly clear
that it is Mr. Margiotta and his allies
who have been grandstanding—that
they are, in faect, unwilling to submit
our differences to the people. In short, it
will be clear that they know the majority
of the people in the Fifth Congressional
District approve of the kind of repre-
sentation I have been giving them.

May I add that if no election is agreed
to, one might suspect that the President
and the Vice President have also been
grandstanding with their claims that
they speak for the “silent majority,”
because they ought to be able to win
an election in my district if they could
carry the country. At least they would
have a very fair battleground.

Some will object that a special elec-
tion adds to the burden of the already
overburdened taxpayer. As far as I can
find out, the cost of a special election
would run around $75,000. That does not
seem relatively very expensive, repre-
senting as it does the cost of about 75
seconds of prosecuting the war. But if
cost is a problem, I would be glad to
split it with Mr. Margiotta and the Nas-
sau County Republican Party so it need
cost the taxpayers nothing.

In any event, in Congress or out, I
will continue to oppose the President’s
policies in Vietnam and the deranging of
our national priorities that has resulted
from these policies and those of his pred-
ecessor. I hope it is clear that my posi-
tion on this matter is not based on par-
tisanship. We have opposed Presidents
impartially, regardless of party.

I am convinced that as a Nation we
are on a disaster course. I am convinced,
too, that more and more Americans will
want to change policies as they under-
stand where we are headed, and at what
a terrible price to all we hold dear.

In my judgment, the only thing that
could be worse for America than the con-
tinuation of these policies would be their
continuation because those who believe
them to be wrong have not done every-
thing humanly possible to change them.
That means carrying our views as effec-
tively as we can to all the people, in
whom, after all, the power of decision
ultimately resides. .

I believe we can do something useful
to strenghten democracy in the United
States by holding a special election in
the Fifth Congressional District at this
time. And, win or lose, I know I can do
more to help move America toward the
goals that are growing more distant by
submitting my record and taking my case
to the voters than I possibly could by
staying in Congress safely for the rest of
this term.

So I have sent the Governor a letter
urging him to assure us that a special
election would be held within 60 days of
my resignation. I hope that assurance will
be forthcoming soon, so I can submit
my resignation and we can start right
away to find out how the American peo-
ple feel about the war and about the
problems so closely tied to it.
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SCHOOLS IN THE SOUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Horrrierp). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. Dickinson) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time in order to have an
opportunity to emphasize and underline
a problem facing my section of the
country and my district in particular at
the present time; a problem which will
inevitably spread throughout this coun-
try; a problem which everyone will have
to face when the time comes—and I
have predicted the time will rapidly be
here.

I refer specifically, Mr. Speaker, to the
arbitrary and artificial requirement that
various schools come up to a certain
percentage of racial enrollment, totally
disregarding the neighborhood school
concept. This is to be brought about by
busing children away from their homes
and away from their normal schools
sometimes as much as 10 or 15 miles,
to schools where they are strangers and
where they are out of their natural
habitat. Schools which they do not wish
to attend. Mr. Speaker, I refer to both
black and white students who want to
go to their neighborhood schools and
who want to stay with their families and
friends. These students do not want to be
bused.

I have called on some of my colleagues,
who might so desire, to contact their
school officials in their respective dis-
tricts and obtain documented specifics
of the ludicrous situation that has been
brought about as a result of some of the
court orders and some of the decisions
of the HEW “education specialists’” who
have proceeded to draw up these school
plans.

It is not my intention to debate the
merits, or not, of integration as opposed
to segregation. We recognize what is the
law of the land, but it is our contention,
Mr. Speaker, that some in this adminis-
tration and some department heads,
while they might recognize what is the
law of the land, choose to ignore the
law of the land

Mr. Speaker, all of our State is either
under Federal court order or HEW rul-
ings, which really do not have too much
to do with running the schools in the
State of Alabama. In the middle district
of Alabama, under Judge Johnson, we
have 99 school districts pending in one
suit, and all the other school districts are
under a court order in one form or an-
other, so we really have very little to
say about the running of the schools by
the school boards. I have talked to the
superintendent of education for my
State, and, even if we had the money, I
find we cannot build schools and school-
rooms as rapidly as the Justice Depart-
ment, through its various courts and
HEW, through its guidelines, are closing
them. We cannot physically do it.

There are perfectly good schools in
my district, one in particular on which
I have a letter, which is 2 years old,
which has been ordered closed—not be-
cause there is anything wrong with the




February 18, 1970

school, but in order to force the children
to go to another school.

I have heard it said by some of the
judges that they do not order the busing.
What difference does it make if they
close a school and the only way a child
can get to school is to walk or take a
bus? There are then effectively ordering
busing. This is an exercise in semantics,
and it is ridiculous and absurd, and it is
skirting the issue.

Mr. Speaker, I have here a letter from
a member of the school board of Butler
County, which is in my district.

This is a letter he has written to
Frank Johnson, the judge in charge. I
shall quote from this letter. The city is
Greenville. This involves a recommenda-
tion for student desegregation.

It says:

That the Greenville High School be a cen-
ter for all students in grades 10 through 12
living in the northern attendance area.

That the Bouthside School be used for
Vocational Eduecation, Distributive Edu-
cation, Diversified Occupations and R.O.T.C,
and Band. The Southside School is located
relatively close to the Greenville High School
and on the same site with the Butler County
Area Vocational School.

The fact is that they are on opposite
sides of the town. The fact is, Mr. Speak-
er, in practice and reality, it takes stu-
dents 15 minutes to board a bus at the
Greenville High School and drive to the
Southside High School, unload and be
seated in class. This plan, as submitted
by the Office of Education, would auto-
matically cut off the first 15 minutes of
class instruction time, for which they
allot 55 minutes, and they would have to
load up again and drive all the way back
to the other side of the town to attend
the next class.

It is absurd and asinine that they
should require the city or the county
school system to maintain shuttle buses
all day throughout the day to transport
students from one side of town to the
other side of town and then back again.
From a 55-minute class period, 30 min-
utes will be used by the student in rid-
ing on a stupid bus.

I ask, Mr. Speaker, what are we trying
to do? Are we trying to educate the
children, or are we trying to force the
destruction of the public education sys-
tem in the State of Alabama and
throughout our section of the country?

As soon as the laws are uniformly
applied and uniformly enforced through-
out this country, we will see the same
things happening in New York, Ohio,
California, Indiana, and every other
State in this country.

Our colleague in the other body, Sen-
ator STenNis, has favored us with some
very interesting statistics, which I am
entering into the Recorp today. All who
doubt the truth of our position have not
and cannot refute these statistics.

According to his statement, which he
has conclusively documented, the fig-
ures show, for instance, in Ohio there
are 197 predominantly Negro schools.
There are 154 of them 90- to 100-percent
Negro, and there are 131 schools that
are 95- to 100-percent Negro, and 105
of them are 98- to 100-percent Negro.

This, as I said, Mr. Speaker, has to do
with Ohio.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

In Indianapolis, the capital of Indi-
ana, there are 13,765 Negro students in
17 schools that are from 99.2- to 100-per-
cent black. In all these 17 schools there
are only 37 students listed as white.

In Philadelphia, the largest city in
Pennsylvania, there are nine schools
with total enrollment of 7,200 students
that are 100-percent Negro.

In Los Angeles there are 48 schools
with a total enrollment of 65,877 that are
99- to 99.9-percent Negro.

The statistics go on. I believe they
stand and have not been successfully
refuted.

If I may add just a couple more, in
New York City, according to U.S, News
& World Report, 43.9 percent of all Negro
students attend schools which are 95- to
100-percent black.

In Washington, D.C., this great en-
lightened Capital of our great country,
there are 89.2 percent who attend pre-
dominantly, almost 100 percent, black
schools.

In Baltimore it is 75.8 percent of the
children,

In Chicago it is 85.4 percent, accord-
ing to statistics in the U.S. News & World
Report.

So, Mr. Speaker, the point is that this
is not necessarily a sectional problem.

We saw in the Civil Rights Act of 1964
a prohibition against enforced busing of
children to bring about a certain degree
of racial balance in the schools. Yet we
have seen the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, through its
guidelines, and the Department of Jus-
tice in many instances totally ignoring
the will and the expressed mandate of
this House and this Congress. Through
subterfuge they say that we are not doing
it for this purpose but are doing it for
another purpose, and thereby they deny
that they are busing, while at the same
time they are closing schools. Of course,
the only way a child can get to the school
is either to be bused or to walk.

Mr. Speaker, the point is—and I have
asked my colleagues to help who are as
concerned as I am over public education
—that what this administration must
do and what the American people must
demand and what we all have a right to
expect is that there will be uniform ap-
plication of the law throughout this
country.

As I pointed out, the statistics show
that this is not a sectional problem but,
rather, one which we all face and deal
with daily. I may say that I will ask
unanimous consent to include in my re-
marks statistics as well as other extrane-
ous matter dealing with this problem
that show, instead of educating more
people, we are doing just the reverse. Ac-
cording to the superintendent of educa-
tion of the counties which I represent,
the whites are going to private schools
more and more. Some of the blacks are
also going to private schools, but many
of them are dropping out of school alto-
gether. Predominantly it is the black
students who are dropping out alto-
gether, according to the statisties fur-
nished by the department of education
in my district.

Mr. Speaker, are we ftrying to help to
educate people?

If we are, we are certainly falling far
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short of the mark, because we are not
doing the best for the most people and
are not doing what is best for the com-
mon good of all. We are forcing the
degradation of our public school system.
It is time that we all became concerned
and joined in this effort in calling the
matter to the attention of the entire
Nation as to what they will be facing
in the very near future, because we have
already traveled this road that they are
now facing.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would like
to enter into the REcorp several letters,
documents, and articles that point out
the ridiculousness of the court orders and
HEW rulings that are destroying our
public schools in my district, Alabama,
the South, and our Nation:

BuTLER COUNTY SCHOOLS,
Greenville, Ala., February 13, 1970.
Hon. WinLiaM L, DICKINSON,
The House of Representatives,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sm: I believe the attached affadavit
showing the number of students lost to the
public schools as a result of integration will
show what the result of Court Orders have
done to our schools.

In the Greenville Junior High School, we
now have a sixty per cent black student
body. In the Georgiana High School (grades
10-12), we now have a fifty per cent black
enrollment in what was previously a white
school.

We appreclate your interest in our schools
and trust this information will be of help.

Respectfully yours,
GENE STROUD,
Superintendent, Butler County Schools.
BUTLER COUNTY SCHOOLS,
Greenville, Ala., February 13, 1970.

Enrollment—May 1969:

Present enrollment:
White

(Loss, 8.9%)

The above figures are a true and exact re-
port of the enrollment statistics for the
Butler County Schools.

The majority of the white students lost to
the public schools have enrolled in private
schools, but less than 30 Negro student
shown as lost have enrolled in private
schools. The others have dropped out of
school.

More students were lost to the public
schools as the result of integration this
year than were lost in the last five years
combined for all reasons.

GENE STROUD,
Superintendent.

Sworn to and subscribed to before me

this the 13th day of February 1970.
BerYL C. MCBRIDE,
Notary Public.
BUTLER COUNTY SCHOOLS,
Greenville, Ala., January 30, 1970.
Judge FRANK B. JOHNSON, Jr.,
Middle District Court, U.S.A.,
Montgomery, Ala.

Dear JUDGE JOHNSON: On Monday, Janu-

ary 26, 1970, the Butler County Board of
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Education received a copy of the Alternative
Plan developed by the United States Office of
Education for the Butler County school
system.

The Butler County Board of Education has
complied with every order and direction of
this Honorable Court to the best of its ability
and, it is believed, with cooperation and
understanding of the citizens of this county.
We believe this has been done in such a man-
ner as to preserve the dignity of both races
with!. Butler County. This school term the
Greenville Junior High Schol which previ-
ously was predominantly white became
(57.59% ) fifty-seven and ffty-nine hun-
dredths per cent black. The Georgiana High
School which previously was predominantly
white became (50%) fifty per cent black.
There have been no demonstrations, no sug-
gestions or threats of violence. The members
of both races are proud of the general reac-
tion to this change. We believe that we have
maintained an atmosphere conducive to
education.

There are portions of the Alternative Plan
submitted to this Court by the United States
Office of Education which are entirely im-
practical, and which we feel cannot be imple-
mented. We beg this Honorable Court fo give
consideration to the impractical aspects of
the Alternative Plan and reject those things
incorporated in the Plan which are contrary
to sound education.

Attention is called to Part II of the Plan.

Recommendation for Student Desegrega-
tion: “That the Greenville High School be a
center for all students in grades 10 through
12 living in the northern attendance area.”

“That the Southside School be used for
Vocational Educational, Distributive Educa-
tion, Diversified Occupations and R.O.T.C.
and Band. The Southside School is located
relatively close to the Greenville High School
and on the same site with the Butler County
Area Vocational School.”

It takes students 15 minutes to board a
bus at the Greenville High School, drive to
Southside High School, unload and be seated
in class, This plan as submitted by the
Office of Education will automatically cut
the time allotment per class from 55 minutes
to 40 minutes. The time to load, travel back
from the Southside School campus to Green-
ville High School will require another 15
minutes. This would give only 25 minutes
of actual instructional time.

No student would take any two subjects
named in the Plan; therefore, it would be
necessary for a different group of students
to be transported each perlod.

We are asking the Court not to limit course
offerings on a single campus, but to permit
the local school Board to use the Southside
campus as an annex of Greenville High
School to be used as it sees fit.

The Plan also calls for students in grades
8 and 9 living in this northern attendance
area to attend the Greenville Junior High
School. This school is presently set up on
the organizational pattern of grades 7 and
8. It has operated very successfully this
school term with (57.59%) fifty-seven and
fifty-nine hundredths per cent black
students.

If 9th grade students are housed In this
bullding, it means that the course offerings
to 9th grade students will be reduced, All
8th grade students begin to take such courses
as Home Economics, Agriculture, foreign
languages, etc. The Greenville Junior High
School building does not have facilities for
courses such as Home Economics and Agri-
culture. We can see no advantage in chang-
ing the organization of the Greenville Junior
High School from grades 7 and 8 to grades
8 and 9.

We beg you to permit the organization to
remain as it is operating this vear, since
there is no other Junior High School in the
northern attendance area.
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Under the section Desegregation of Faculty
and Other Staff, the Board of Education asks
that an interpretation of No. 1 be given.

We ask that the section of the Plan Sug-
gestions for Implementation be deleted.

Under section Students, item 4 referring
to provision of a late bus for those students
staying after school to participate in extra-
curricular activities: We feel that since our
system is a rural one, which draws students
from a 50 mile radius, such a recommenda-
tion could not be implemented because of
the expense involved and the possible dis-
tance the bus would have to travel.

Under the same section, item 5, “Outside of
regular class for counseling and extra in-
structional help.” The Board feels that a
clarification of this item should be made.
Does regular class refer to a regular school
day?

We are interested in providing the best
education possible for all students in this
system. For this reason, we prayerfully beg
that you not assign quotas by race for
faculty members. We honestly plan to use
objective criteria for teacher performance
and student achievement to assign and em-
ploy all faculty, other professional and non-
county. The educational program of this
Pprofessional staff in the schools of this
school system would be weskened and stu-
dents would suffer if a racial quota system
were imposed.

The Butler County Board of Education be-
lieves that in many areas of the Plan sub-
mitted by the United States Office of Edu-
cation, the Plan reflects concern over the
methods of implementations, patterns of
organization of curriculum, and grade make
up rather than the integration of students
by race to eliminate a dual school system.
We beg you to look closely at the Plan and
include in the Court Order only those direc-
tives necessary to achieve the purpose of the
Court in this regard.

Sincerely yours,
GENE STrOUD,
Superintendent, Butler County Schools.

OFFICE OF
SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION,
Brewton, Ala., February 13, 1970.
Hon. WiLLiaM L. DICKINSON,
Congress of the United States, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear ConNgrREssMaN DicEImnNson: At the
present time we have in Federal Court a pro-
posed plan (as required in our October 23,
1969 decree) which would abolish the dual
school system in Escambia County commenc-
ing with the 1970-71 school year.

We have been notified by the Court that
our plan does not meet legal requirements
and that the Justice Department has also
filed a plan for Escambia County prepared
by the Office of Education. We have been
notified further to show cause by February
15, 1970 why the Office of Education plan
should not be ordered rather than our plan.
The hearing has been set for March 6, 1970.

A discussion of busing in a rural school
system such as Escambia County is a very
complicated thing. For that reason I am en-
closing map of County showing school loca-
tions, etc. We really have two distinct areas
with differing conditions, race ratios, etc.

You will note from the map that the east-
ern portion of Escambia County is operating
on a 100% integrated basis. All negro and
white children are attending school together
daily in 4 school centers. However, all 5 and
6 grade W. S. Neal children (white and
negro) are transported 314 miles to and from
the former Oak Grove-Pollard school which
is a comparatively new school (2 years old)
with excellent facilities for elementary chil-
dren.

The only school closed in this County by
Court Order is the Boykin Elementary School
In eastern Escambia County.
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Actually there are fewer buses running in
this section of the County and travelling
fewer miles than in years past (even in-
cluding the daily transfer of 5 and 6 grade
Neal students) due to the fact that all negro
students Grades 1-12 from the extreme east-
ern section of Escambia County were trans-
ported daily to Southern Normal School
(private) located on the other side of Brew-
ton, Alabama; and all negro students from
Flomaton, North Brewton, and McCall areas,
grade 1-12 were transported dally to Oak
Grove-Pollard School on outskirts of Brew-
ton and to Southern Normal. They now at-
tend W. 8. Neal, North Brewton, McCall, Flo-
maton and Brewton City schools depending
on which school is nearest their homes.

All white children in eastern Escambia
County grades 1-12 have attended and been
bused to W. S. Neal in East Brewton for
years. They have done this by choice and
not as a result of a Court Order.

No child (white or black) in this County is
being bused 80 miles dally to and from
school as has been reported.

The majority of the parents (white and
negro including W. 8. Neal 5 and 6 grades)
have accepted the integration of schools in
eastern Escambia County and no serious
incidents have occurred to date. The pro-
posed plan presented by the Office of Edu-
cation is practically identical with the Es-
cambia County Board plan for the eastern
portion of Escambia County. (Flomaton east
to Covington County line, from northern
to southern boundaries).

However, the western or Atmore area is an
entirely different situation.

We operate 5 schools in Atmore at pres-
ent: 2 predominately white elementary
schools grades 1-6; 1 predominately white
junior high grades 7-9; 1 predominately
white Senior high grades 10-12; 1 all negro
eleven grade school grades 2-12. Two other
schools are operated In western Escambia
County: Huxford predominately white
grades 1-0 and Freemanville grades 1-7 all
negro.

Freemanville is seven miles from Atmore
and Huxford approximately 20 miles.

Under our Board plan these schools would
continue to operate on an integrated basis
with the above listed grades and the facili-
ties used for instruction in areas for which
they were designed and bullt.

Under the Office of Education Plan grades
1 and 2 would be at one elementary school in
Atmore; grades 3 and 4 at the other ele-
mentary school in Atmore; grades 5, 6, 7 and
8 at Escambia County Training School in
Atmore; grades 9 and 10 at the Junior hich
site at Atmore; grades 10 and 12 at the Senior
high site in Atmore.

The Huxford and Freemanville Schools
would be paired with grades 1, 2 and 3 at
Huxford and grades 4, 5 and 6 at Freeman-
ville. This means busing of both races both
ways (north and south) from Atmore tn
and from northernmost County line to
achieve integration. Your requirements for
reporting does not permit time to get num-
bers of documented statements from parents,
teachers, and principals regarding the con-
fusion and dissatisfaction that will result
should this proposal be ordered and put
into effect.

A definite court ordered plan has not been
ordered or publicized as yet, but the public
does have a general Idea of what may be
ordered and neither race is happy due to
many many reasons.

A few of the more prevalent evidences and
reasons for concern in this area are:

1. Total disregard for any freedom-of-
choice by parents or students.

2. Disregard for school attendance at

neighborhood schools in order to achieve
integration.
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3. Busing to and from the two rural schools
in order to achieve pairing of these schools.

4, Bhifting of teacher personnel (white
and negro) to schools in areas in which they
do not reside.

5. Assigning students to buildings and fa-
cilities that are not designed to meet the
educational needs of courses and grades to
be offered there rather than what the build-
ings were designed and built to offer in the
way of curriculum.

6. Formation of private school In Atmore
which is now being organized.

7. Lack of attendance of negro first grad-
ers who are now assigned to white schools
in Atmore.

8. High ratio of black to white students in
western area of County, which will mush-
room higher when whites begin fleeing to
private school next fall.

8. The continual busing of high school
classes, during the school day In the 4 upper
grades, to and from the old junior high to
present senior high site in order to have
the proper facilities to offer certain courses.

10. Possibility of parents within the City
of Atmore having children in as many as
five (6) different schools.

We appreciate the efforts you and our
other elected officials are making to obtain
relief from rulings that are not for the bet-
terment of our children’s (white and negro)
educational opportunities.

Very truly yours,
HARrY L. WEAVER,
Superintendent of Education.

Ciry BoARD OF EDUCATION,
Brewton, Ala., February 16, 1970.
Hon, Winriam L. DICKINSON,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN DICKINSON: The Brew-
ton City Board of Education and I wish to
supply you with the information you re-
quested. The Board has received its final
decree as it pertains to students. Our prob-
lem in the future lles with our teachers,
principals and other staff members. When
we reach the point that we have to docu-
ment our every move as to the qualification
of one person over another to the Federal
Court then I think the arm of the law mak-
ing justice department has gone too far. I
believe I should justify my every recom-
mendation to the school board but I do not
believe I should compile report after report
depicting my every move to maintain a cer-
tain percentage of Negro to white staff
members.

As for the information you requested, we
do not have documented statements by
principals, teachers or parents who have ex-
perienced unusual personal hardships as a
result of the court decrees. I do not deny
that certain teachers have found it dificuit
to work in a new situation and some found
it an impossible task, but I do not think I
could get documented statements to that
affect.

Busing has not been one of our major
problems. We do not expect it to present any
problems under the final decree.

To show unusual hardships caused by clos-
ing of schools, I have chosen to list the fol-
lowing items:

(1) Negro teachers have a most difficult
time succeeding in an integrated teaching
situation.

(2) Negro students find themselves far be-
hind academically and cannot keep up with
asslgnments.

(3) An expenditure of $140,000.00 for build-
ings at the location of T. R. Miller High
School resulted when we were forced to close
Booker T. Washington High School.

(4) T. R. Miller High School was severely
overcrowded until January 1970. Classes met
in the library, the study area and the lunch-
room.

(6) With the closing of a school, several
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teachers left our immediate area to seek
positions with other systems.

(6) The Negro student has a difficult time
being elected or chosen to participate In
activities or to receive any honors, Less Negro
boys are participating in athletics.

{(7) The closing of schools has brought
about more dissension among the races.

(8) A Vocational Manual Arts Training
Program that was offered the boys at Wash-
ington High School is not offered them at T.
R. Miller High School because of facilities.

I hope this Information proves helpful.
Enjoyed talking with you in Brewton on
February 13, 1870, and I appreciate your con-
cern for education. If I can be of any service
in the future, please call on me.

Sincerely yours,
DaLe T. GARNER,
Superintendent.

MonNTGOMERY PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Montgomery, Ala., February 11, 1970.
Congressman WiLLiam L. DICKINSON,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN DICKINSON: In answer
to your letter of February 9, I would like to
state that our Court Order for the 1970-T1
school term has not as yet been issued.

The Order for the 1969-70 school term con-
tained freedom of choice with a provision
that at least 20% of the Negro children at-
tend formerly all white schools. The Order
required that each faculty must contain
at least 309 of the minority race. There was
nothing in the 19690-70 Order about closing
schools or busing of pupils across town.

Sincerely yours,
W. T. McKEE,
Superintendent.

ANDALUSIA CITY SCHOOLS,
Andalusia, Ala., February 11, 1970.
Honorable Winrniam L. DICKINSON,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. Dickinson: I have your letter
of recent date in which you request docu-
mented statements from principals, teach-
ers, parents and others concerning hardships
as a result of recent Court orders. We appre-
clate your Interest in this matter. However,
we did not receive Court approval of our
desegregation plan until this week. It is not
to be implemented until next September.
Therefore, it would be difficult at this time
to say what the hardships will actually be.
We know there is going to be some incon-
venience and difficulty caused by the reor-
ganization of our school system. To date we
have been operating under a form of free-
dom of cholce. We closed one very small Ne-
gro school but gave the students the choice
of attending any one of three other schools.

Our problems will be further complicated
if we lose the Federal funds that we have
been receiving. For example, we are able to
have a low teacher-pupil ratio, additional in-
struction supplies and equipment, special
programs such as art, musie, physical educa-
tion and clerical help in the elementary
schools. We also have funds for health serv-
ices including a school nurse and meals for
needy children and other programs with the
Federal funds that we have been receiving.
We would appreciate your support in this
area as well as the matter discussed In your
recent letter.

Public education is considered by the ma-
jority of Americans to be basic to the con-
tinuation of a democracy. It must have sup-
port at all levels, local, state and national.

let me say that we appreclate your
concern for the problems caused the schools
by forced desegregation and covet your sup-
port on bills now pending in Congress that
will provide financial aid to the schools of
this country.

Yours sincerely,
Oscar M. ZEANAH,
Superintendent.
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PiEE COUNTY BoaARD oF EDUCATION,
Troy, Ala., February 13, 1970.
Congressman WiLLIAM L. DICKINSON,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN DICKINSON: We are in-
deed grateful for any assistance that you
might be able to give us in trying to preserve
public education in Pike County. You may
be assured of our full cooperation in every
respect wherever you feel that there is the
slightest possible chance of any help.

The situation in the Pike County School
System is about a 55% black and 45% white
in pupil population. The heaviest concen-
tration of black students is in the Brundidge
schools. We have the Hillcrest School, grades
1-12, with 1100 children and the Pike County
High School, grades 1-12, with about 800
children. Both schools are integrated since
we have a few white children attending the
Hillcrest School, formerly black, and & con-
siderable number of Negro children attend-
ing the former white Pike County School.
The proposed plan of HEW and the Justice
Department for these two schools is to con-
vert the Hillerest School into a middle school
for grades 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 and to maintain
the Pike County High School for grades 1-4
and 10-12. This is a middle school concept
philosophy of which we are not structured
in this system because we are on the 6-3-3
plan. This change in organizational pattern
of the Pike County School System is quite
disruptive and will certainly affect the ac-
creditation of these two schools. This creates
an overcrowded condition in the Pike County
High School with more black than white
children and lack of utilization of the Hill-
crest School where we just spent over a half
million dollars of the Charles Henderson
Trust Fund to bring this school up to the
quality of all other schools in the county
per the court order and now being partially
closed. White parents are not going to send
their children to the all back Hillcrest
School and neither are many parents going
to tolerate the situation at Plke County
High School where we have more black chil-
dren than white. These white children are
already registering for the new private school
which is being established in Plike County.
Enrollment figures for Hillcrest and Pike
County High, as projected by HEW, are as
follows:

Hillcrest: 6-9, 242 white, 387 Negro.

Pike County: 1-5, 218 white, 429 Negro.

Pike County: 10-12, 240 white, 206 Negro.

In the Goshen area the Federal Court
closed grades 6-12 at the Stringer School
where we now are operating a 1-6 grade
structure. The court also closed the Ansley
High School in the Shellhorn community
grades 9-12. The children from Stringer,
grades T-12, and Ansley, grades 9-12, are
now in the Goshen School which has al-
ready created an overcrowded condition.
The suggested plan by HEW and the Jus-
tice Department is to completely close the
Stringer School and the Ansley High School
sending the Stringer children to the Goshen
School and the Ansley children to the Shell-
horn School. I know of no way that we
could house these children in the Goshen
school much less retain our accreditation
and provide the kind of educational pro-
gram we have had at Goshen,

The Shellhorn situation where we have
grades 1-9 when the Ansley School is closed
will represent a two to one ratlo of black
children over white. This simply means that
the Shellhorn School which was integrated
having about 40% black children in the
formerly all white Shellhorn School during
this school year will now certainly become
a complete black school. The enrollment
figures for this area as projected by HEW
are as follows:

Goshen: 1-12, 398 white, 261 Negro.
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Shellhorn: 1-9, 92 white, 190 Negro.

Through a zoning procedure in the Spring-
hill Community where we have an inte-
grated white school with approximately 30%
Negro in grades 1-9, as a result of this zon-
ing we will have about three to one black
children in the Springhill School. It will cer-
tainly result in the Springhill School now
becoming an all black school with the white
children from Springhill and Shellhorn at-
tending the private school.

In the Banks Community, where the court
closed grades 7-9 at the Bethel School send-
ing these children to the Banks Junior High
Bchool where we have grades 1-9 giving us a
ratio of about 30% will completely wreck a
model school program which has received
nation-wide attention. We will have more
black children in the Banks Junior High
School than white which is already resulting
in those in the Josie area registering in the
private school at Louisville with the balance
of the white children in the Banks School
registering in the private school being estab-
lished in Troy. Enrollment figures for Banks
and Springhill Communities as projected by
HEW are as follows:

Springhill: 1-9, 126 white, 86 Negro.

Banks: 1-8, 249 white, 213 Negro.

Neither the white or black parents desire
this kind of situation for their children.
Those parents who cannot finaneially afford
to send their child to a private school will
simply keep them at home. We know this to
be a fact because in some of our grades where
we already have more black children than
white children in a predominantely white
school, parents thus affected have not sent
their children to school during this entire
school year. Pike County could very well be-
come an all black public school system.

Plke County lost nine teacher units in
1967-68 and four In 1968-89 because of de-
cline in enrollment and average dally attend-
ance. A greater loss will certainly occur in
1970-T1 because of children enrolling in pri-
vate schools. Also, children of both races are
becoming drop out problems.

Please do not heslitate to call on me in any
manner that we might be of help to you on
the national level. Thank you again for your
letter and your personal desire to help the
Plke County Schools.

Sincerely yours,
HaroLD R. COLLINS.
Crisis OvVER ScHOOLS BECOMES NATIONAL—
MoviNg mNTO NORTH

Look almost anywhere in the U.S. today
and you find conflict mounting over schools.
No longer is racial mixing a problem only
for the South,

A crisis in education is spreading across
the nation.

Schools in the North—as well as in the
Bouth—are coming under sharp attack in
the growing battle over racial segregation,

Adding to the crisis: In city after city,
public schools themselves are in turmeoil,
racked by racial conflicts and violence.

A single week of February brought such
eruptions as these: Battles between black
and white students forced the closing of high
schools in Panama City, Fla., and Lima, Ohio.
Outbreaks of violence involving Negro stu-
dents closed high schools In Washington,
D.C., and Baltimore and Annapolis, Md.

On February 10, Senator Abraham A. Ribi-
coff (Dem.), of Connecticut, said:

“I am convinced our schools are falling
apart—and it 1s just as bad in the North
as it is in the South.”

“The New York Times,” after a wide survey,
reported on February 9:

“Raclal polarization, disruption and grow-
ing racial tensions that sometimes explode
into violence are plaguing school adminis-
trators in virtually every part of the country
where schools have substantial Negro en-
rollment.”
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Senator Allen J. Ellender (Dem.), of Loulsi-
ana, charged that “forced integration” is
causing a breakdown in the nation’s educa-
tional system.

It is new and powerful pressure that is be~
ing brought against Northern cities to compel
more mixing of the races in their schools.

DEMANDS FOR LEGISLATION

The U.S. Senate, in early February, was
asked to require that all-black schools be
broken up as vigorously in the North as they
are in the South.

That demand came from Southern Sena-
tors, led by Senator John Stennis (Dem.),
of Mississippi. But the idea drew support
from some Northern lawmakers—and even
from the White House.

President Nixon, through his press secre-
tary, went on record February 12 as favoring
the broad concept of uniform integration
standards.

“It iz the view of this Administration that
every law of the United States should apply
equally in all parts of the country,” sald a
White House memorandum sent to selected
Senators.

“To the extent that the uniform-applica-
tion amendment offered by Senator Stennis
would advance equal application of law, it
has the full support of this Administration.”

The President, according to his press sec-
retary, also opposes compulsory busing of
pupils to achieve raclal balance in school en-
rollments, and favors the preservation of
neighborhood schools “to the greatest ex-
tent possible.”

However, the press secretary declined to say
whether Mr. Nixon endorsed the specific
amendments proposed by Senator Stennis on
these subjects.

Strongest Northern support for the Stennis
ideas came from Senator Ribicoff, former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
He told the Senate:

“The North is guilty of monumental hy-
pocrisy in its treatment of the black man...
If Senator John Stennis of Mississippl wants
to make honest men of the Northern lib-
erals, I think we should help him."”

The Senate put off its vote on the Southern
proposals until after the Lincoln’s Birthday
recess. But out of the debate this much
became clear: However the Senate votes,
the North no longer can count itself safe
from the growing pressure to eliminate racial
separation in schools.

RACIAL-MIXING ORDERS

Already, scores of non-Southern school dis-
tricts have been compelled to act.

Los Angeles, on February 11, was ordered
by a State superior court to integrate its 622
schools and 674,000 students, starting next
September.

This was the most sweeping integration
order ever Issued against a big school sys-
tem outside the South. The court sald no
school in the city could have less than 10
per cent or more than 50 per cent of stu-
dents from minority groups—Negroes and
those of Latin and Mexican descent.

School officlals protested that this "would
mean the virtual destruction" of the Los
Angeles school system. They predicted that it
would require the busing of more than 240,-
000 youngsters—many of them for long dis-
tances. Cost of the busing was estimated at
40 million dollars the first year and 20 mil-
lion each year thereafter.

Los Angeles officlals had argued that the
racial segregation in their schools was de
facto—the result of neighborhood housing
patterns—rather than de jure—the result of
discrimination. This is a claim made by
most Northern cities, and the U.S. Supremse
Court has never yet ruled that de facto seg-
regation is unconstitutional,

Judge Alfred Gitelson, however, dismissed
the difference between de jure and de facto
segregation as unimportant in the Los An-
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geles case. He held it was the duty of school
officials to take afirmative steps to relieve
racial imbalance in schools.

If the principle of the Los Angeles deci-
sion is applied widely, many Northern cities
are going to be compelled to break up their
neighborhood schools to increase racial mix-
ing.

If this happens, prospects are that it will
be done by State—not federal—courts,

The Federal Government has not yet
started to move against de facto segregation.
It acts only when it finds evidence of actual
discrimination.

But the federal search for discrimination
in the North has been stepped up rapidly in
the last two years—and Indications are
strong that 1t will escalate even more in
years just ahead.

The Department of Justice intends to
bring legal pressures anywhere that “racially
identifiable” schools exist, according to As-
sistant Attorney General Jerris Leonard,

So far, the Department has filed or joined
legal actions against eight school districts
outside the South. Court orders for desegre-
gation have been won against these six:

Pasadena, Calif.; South Holland, East St.
Louis and Madison County, Ill.; Indianapolis,
Ind., and Oklahoma City.

Still pending are suits against Waterbury,
Conn., and Tulsa, Okla. Chicago has been
warned of possible action.

Some of these sults involve student segre-
gation, others involve segregation in the
faculty.

HEW has been active in far more places
than the Justice Department. It has obtained
the adoption of integration plans by three
Northern districts, under the threat of with-
holding federal school ald. Those districts
are in Union Township, N.J., Penn Hills, Pa.,
and Middletown, Ohio.

About 40 districts are currently under HEW
investigation or negotiating on infegration
demands,

HEW now has more investigators at work
in the North than in the South.

The problem that the Federal Government
faces In trying to break up the all-black
schools in the North was described this way
by an HEW official:

“Under the present law, we can't do any-
thing about de facto segregation—where
schools are black only because neighbor-
hoods are black.

“The key word in the Civil Rights Act 1s
not ‘segregation.’ The key word is ‘discrimi-
nation.

“What is needed for all-out integration of
the North is a new legislative tool—a law
that defines racial isolation as discrimina-
tion, thus making de facto segregation il-
legal.”

Congress, from its record, is not likely to
pass such a law. The Civil Rights Act voted
by Congress in 1964 carefully exempted de
facto segregation by saying that ‘“‘desegra-
tion shall not mean the assignment of stu-
dents to public schools in order to overcome
racial imbalance.” Time after time, Congress
has voted to bar the use of the Civil Rights
Act or HEW funds to compel busing for
racial balance.

NATIONAL BUSING LAW

Southerners want a similar prohibition
against busing to integrate their schools.
One proposal by Senator Stennis would
enact a national version of a “free choice,”
antibusing law passed last year by the State
of New York.

The Stennis proposal would prohibit any
student from being compelled to attend a
certain school for the purpose of improving
raclal balance without the consent of his
parents.

If such a law is legal for New York, Stennis
backers argue, it should also be legal for
the rest of the country—including the
South, Several Southern States have moved
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to pass similar measures. But prospects for
Benate passage of the Stennis proposal were
conceded—even by Southerners—to be dim.

It was a second Stennis proposal that drew
the widest support—and President Nixon’s
approval in principle. It would require that
desegregation standards “shall be applied
uniformly in all regions of the U.S., without
regard to the origin or cause of such
segregation.”

Said Senator Stennis: “That takes de jure,
so called, and de facto, so called, and treats
them all alike."

The proposal also would raise for the
North the threat of busing to break up de
facto segregated schools.

The Southern strategy was clearly ex-
pressed by Senator Edward Gurney (Rep.),
of Florida. Forced busing, he sald, “would
go out like greased lightning if it were ex-
tended to the North.”

In support of his proposal, Senator Stennis
cited official HEW figures on the extent of
racial isolation in Northern schools. The
statistics show, for example:

In New York City, 43.9 per cent of all
Negro pupils attend schools that are 95 to
100 per cent black.

In Washington, D.C., the comparable fig-
ure is 89.2 per cent, in Baltimore 75.8 per
cent, in Chicago 85.4 per cent.

The truth is, the Mississippl Senator
maintained, that many Northern schools are
more segregated than those under federal
pressure in the South.

“A GOOD THING"

Several Northern Senators agreed. And a
few praised Senator Ribicoff for his speech
charging Northern hypocrisy.

“I think it's a good thing he lanced this
boil and brought it to the attention of the
country,” said Senate Majority Leader Mike
Mansfield (Dem.), of Montana.

Senate Minority Leader Hugh Scott (Rep.),
of Pennsylvania, agreed that wherever seg-

regation occurs it is undesirable and should
be fought. He called it “something of a wa-
tershed to have a Northern liberal siding
with Southern Democrats.”

Notably missing, however, was any com-
mitment by Senate leaders to vote for the
Stennis proposals.

While the argument raged in the Senate,
desegregation continued In schools of the
South. In many communities, the midterm
shift of children went smoothly. In some
places, there was trouble.

Bradenton, Fla., had three days of racial
flare-ups in a high school.

Both black and white parents protested a
busing plan at Lamar, 8.C.

Anger rose in Charlotte, N.C., agalnst a
court order that will require busing of about
10,000 students next spring.

White attendance dropped sharply at many
newly mixed schools.

No longer, however, did the South feel en-
tirely alone in its agony over schools. The
educationsal crisls now has spread to many
parts of the nation.

“Tae NorTH Is GUILTY OF MONUMENTAL
HyPoCRISY"

(Excerpts from a speech by Senator Abraham
A. Riblcoff (Dem.), of Connecticut, in a
Senate debate over amendments to an aid-
to-education bill on Feb. 9, 1870)

The Senator from Mississippl [John Sten-
nis, Democrat] has argued that if segrega-
tion is wrong in the public schools of the
South, it Is wrong in the public schools of all
other States.

On this statement the Senator from
Mississippi is correct. Therefore, I will sup-
port the Senator from Mississippi in his . . .
amendment designed to apply the guidelines
for desegregation uniformly across the whole
nation.

The North is guilty of monumental hypoe-
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risy in its treatment of the black man, With-
out question, Northern communities have
been as systematic and as consistent as
Southern communities in denying the black
man and his children the opportunities that
exist for white people.

The plain fact is that racism is rampant
throughout the country. It knows no geo-
graphical boundary and has known none
since the great migration of rural blacks
after World War II.. . .

Perhaps we in the North needed the mirror
held up to us by the Senator from Missis-
sippi in order to see the truth. If Senator
John Stennis of Mississippi wants to make
honest men of the Northern “liberals,” I
think we should help him. But first we must
be honest with ourselves.

Our problem is not only the dual systems
of education which exist 16 years after the
Supreme Court struck them down in 1954.
The more fundamental problem is the dual
soclety that exists in every metropolitan
area—the black society of the central city
and the white society of the suburb.

Massive school segregation does not exist
because we have segregated our schools but
because we have segregated our soclety and
our neighborhoods. That is the source of
the inequality, the tension and the hatred
that disfigure our nation.

The truth is that we cannot separate what
has happened in the central cities from what
has happened in the suburbs. Black mi-
grants to the cities were trapped in poverty
because the whites who fled to the suburbs
took the jobs with them and then closed the
door on the black man. The implications
of this are obvious.

We cannot solve our urban crisis unless
we include the suburbs in the solution. We
can talk all we want about rebuilding the
“ghetto,” better housing, tax incentives for
job development and massive funds for edu-
cation. Hopefully, we may even do this. But
improving the “ghetto” is not enough.

One reason is that it fails to offer to the
black man something we have heard much
sbout in this chamber recently: freedom
of choice. The black man must have the
freedom to choose where he wants to live,
where he wants to work and where he wants
to send his child to school.

If he wants to remain in a central city, he
should be helped. But a man should not be
condemned to a “ghetto” when opportunity
exists elsewhere.

The second reason why Improving the
“ghetto” is not enough is because the op-
portunity—the jobs and the housing—are
in the suburbs.

According to the Suburban Action Insti-
tute, a nonprofit agency located in White
Plains, N.¥Y., 80 per cent of the new jobs
created in large metropolitan areas during
the past two decades are located in the sub-
urbs, Yet the black and the poor remain in
the central city, elther unable to take ad-
vantage of them or able to take advantage
of them only at great personal inconven-
ience. . . .

How much more sensible, both in terms of
economic growth and simple humanity, it
would be to open up our suburbs to the black
and the poor so that they live near their
places of employment,

Many will argue that the blacks no longer
want integration—and whenever a black man
says this, you can almost hear the sigh of
relief in the suburbs. Many Negroes may not
want integration—but many will—and our
responsibility is to provide access to that
opportunity.

The suburbs are the new America, That is
where the private economy is moving. That
is where our growing population will be
housed. We cannot exclude milllons of Amer-
icans from that growth because of the color
of their skin or the size of their income.

How shall we proceed? In the first place,
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we should encourage private industry to take
a major leadership role. They have as much
at stake as anyone, :

Suburban Action Institute estimated that
a year ago the unfilled suburban jobs across
the country totaled 250,000. These could have
provided work for many unemployed or un-
deremployed central-clty residents. But where
were they to live?

American industry could make an enor=-
mous contribution. First, it could hire men
and women from the central city to work in
its new suburban plants. Second, it could
use its taxpaying potential to obtain from
the suburbs low-income housing for those
central-city workers it is hiring. . . .

There is also a role for the Federal Govern-
ment. We can develop a more useful concept
of “impacted" aid to schools. We can provide
special funds for those suburbs, towns and
school districts that provide housing and
employment for blacks from the central
oty . o

The Federal Government should also re=-
view its urban policy and all its urban pro=
grams to learn whether they are all aimed
at rebuilding the “ghetto” or whether they
contain any incentives to include the sub-
urbs in the solution of our urban problems.
If not, we should devise new programs.

The Federal Government also should re-
fuse to locate federal facilities in suburban
communities until guarantees are received
that housing will be provided for low-income
people who work for that Government
agency. . . .

‘We seem to have lost sight of the fact that
the purpose of education is to help the child.
Let us start talking about education that
way and concentrate on building the system
around the needs of children—not forcing
children to meet the needs of the system.

[From the Montgomery (Ala.) Advertiser,
Feb. 2, 1970]

SENATOR STENNIS' CHALLENGE

John Stennis of Mississippl 1s one of the
most respected and knowledgeable men in
the United States Senate. This accolade comes
from all sections of the country.

Senator Stennis has not demagogued the
race issue, although since last November he
has been inserting into the Congressional
Record HEW figures on school segregation in
the East, North and West, including elaborate
data from Ohio, Indiana, Washington, D.C.,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Illinois, New York
and California.

Tuesday, Stennis rose in the Senate to
offer two amendments to the Elementary &
Secondary Education Act of 1966 and the
Civil Rights Act of 1964. In brief, these pre~
vent compulsory integration or compulsory
segregation, forbid zoning or transfers for
either purpose, unless requested by parent or

an, and require that federal desegra-
tion guidelines be applied “uniformly to all
regions of the United States.”

Stennis suggested that New York State’s
freedom of choice plan be adopted nation-
wide.

The amendments would prevent racial dis-~
crimination against both whites and Negroes,
and would outlaw race, color, creed or na-
tional origin as a valid consideration in either
direction. The amendments would also re-
instate school boards to some of thelr former
authority, but not allow them to practice
direct or reverse discrimination against either
race.

“No person shall be refused admission into
or be excluded from any public school in any
state on account of race, creed, color or na-
tional origin,” sums up the amendments.

In introducing the amendments, Senator
Stennis delivered a speech which is remark-
able for its clarity and unanswerable logic, as
well as for its purity from any demagogic
blather. Most of it follows. The rest, with
texts of the amendments and exhibits, may
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be found in the Congressional Record for
Jan. 27.

Mr. Stennis. Mr, President, I submit two
amendments to the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

My present intention is at the appropriate
time to propose first the amendment that
would apply nationwide the New York free-
dom of choice plan for public school students
that is now the law in that state.

Also, at the appropriate time, I plan to pro-
pose the amendment that would establish
and make clear that it is the national policy
to have uniform enforcement of desegrega-
tion of schools in all regions of the United
States.

Let me make it clear that my primary
purpose is to preserve the neighborhood
school and, so far as possible, rescue all
schools In every sectlon of the nation from
this killing squeeze put on by those who
have made education clearly secondary to
integration in the public schools.

I emphaslize also that thls is not an at-
tempt to repeal the Civil Rights Act. It is
simply a good faith attempt to save the
schools of every section of the nation, in-
cluding the South where they are now liter-
nlly being emasculated in many areas as
educational centers for educating the chil-
dren.

I wish to make it absolutely clear that
1 want every child, and I have always wanted
every child, to have every opportunity to
obtain adeguate schooling and tralning
under just as favorable conditions as can be
had. I want facultles and others who are
engaged in school work generally to have
conditions as favorable and as encouraging
as possible.

For several years, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Jus-
tice Department have conducted or at-
tempted to conduct a campalgn to bring
about a total integration of the public
gchools in the South. Both the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Department of Justice have launched a crash
program to integrate the races In every
school in the South.

This drive for an all-out integration has
been so intense and so demanding that the
education and welfare of the students and
teachers have actually become secondary.
The prime objective has been all-out inte-
gration.

Those who are directing this ecampaign
have either falled to recognize, or have delib-
erately chosen to lgnore, the fact that this
localized effort against the South overlooks
segregated conditions in the North that are
as pronounced, and in some instances even
more pronounced, than segregation in the
South which is actually the sole target of
this massive integration program.

The record is heavy with facts collected
and verified by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare that show the extent
of segregation in the North.

Last year, I placed in the Record detalled
figures showing the extent of segregation in
several northern and western states. . . .

These figures show, for instance, that in
Ohlo there are 107 predominantly Negro
schools. There are 154 which are 80 to 100
per cent Negro. There are 131 95 to 100 per
cent Negro, and 105 of them are 98 to 100
per cent Negro.

In Indianapolis, the capital of Indiana,
there are 13,766 Negro students in 17 schools
that are from 98.2 to 100 per cent black. In
all these 17 schools there are only 37 stu-
dents listed as white.

In Philadelphia, the largest city in Penn-
sylvania, there are 9 schools with a total
enrollment of 7,206 that are 100 per cent
Negro.

Also in Philadelphia there are 57 schools
with an enrollment of 68,402 that are 99 to
99.9 per cent Negro.

In Los Angeles, there are 48 schools with
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& total enrollment of 65,877 that are 99 to
99.9 percent minority segregated.

These are but some examples. The facts
show that in many sections of the North,
in large and small school districts, segrega-
tion is as extensive, and in some cases, more
80, than in the South. Segregated conditions
are much worse in the North than in the
Bouth now after the Supreme Court declisions
have been implemented and put into effect
in the South.

The policy of singling out the South for
enforcement of the 1954 Supreme Court de-
cision prohibiting discrimination in the pub-
lie schools on account of race is based upon
the idea that enforcement should be di-
rected against areas of the nation that once
had state or local laws that required or al-
lowed segregated schools.

This is known as de jure segregation. Seg-
regation in public schools that has arisen
out of a fact, or a combination of facts, not
required or permitted by law is classed as
de facto segregation.

By establishment of this policy—that is,
a differentiation between de jure and de facto
segregation—federal officials have sought to
excuse their inaction against segregation In
the North while pursuing an intense program
to achieve total and immediate integration in
the South.

The practical effect of this policy is to say
that segregation in the South is wrong but
segregation in the North is not wrong.

This procedure, this approach, is merely a
policy. It is not supported by the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 nor by the Supreme Court deci-
sions,

However, even under this policy the states
of the South should be considered on the
same footing and treated the same as New
York for the reason that as late as 1938 New
York law provided for separate schools for
Negroes.

The New York statute, laws of 1910, chap-
ter 140, article XXXVI, section 921, reads as
follows:

“Sec. 821. Provision for separate schools—
The Trustees of any union school district,
or of any school district organized under a
speclal act, may, when the inhabltants of any
district shall so determine, by resolution, at
any annual meeting, or at a special meeting
called for that purpose, establish separate
schools for the instruction of colored chil-
dren residents therein, and such school shall
be supported In the same manner and re-
ceilve the same care, and be furnished with
the same facllities for instruction, as the
white schools therein.”

As T read this law it clearly provides for a
dual school system. It is the separate but
equal doctrine . . . Sald section continued
to be the law in that State until it was re-
pealed In 1938.

Notwithstanding the fact that the schools
of New York should be treated the same &s
the schools of other states where de jure seg-
regation existed, the New York Legislature
last year passed and Governor Rockefeller
signed a state law which precludes the appli-
cation of the clvil rights law and other de-
segregation measures in that state as now
being applied in states of the South.

By an overwhelming vote of more than 2
to 1 in the new State General Assembly, the
New York Leglslature prohibited the busing
of students and also gave to the public school
student’s parent or guardian the freedom of
choice as to the public school a child shall
attend.

The inequity thus created is unacceptable
under the prineiples of our form of govern-
ment. While public school students in the
South are now forced to ride a school bus
many tens of miles, and in some cases for
hours each day, against thelr will, and the
will of their parents, to attend a school across
the county from their homes, the State of
New York has by law provided there will be
no busing of students and there will be free-
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dom of choice to attend a neighborhood
school.

If freedom of choice is wrong, the State of
New York should not be allowed to continue
freedom of choice as an officlal policy. If
freedom of choice is right as officlal policy
in New York, all other states should have
the same right to freedom of choice.

If public school students in New York
should not be bused to overcome the vestiges
of a dual school system, the public school
students of the South should not be bused
for that purpose elther.

If the students of the South should be
bused for that purpose, then the students
of New York should also be bused.

For a picture of the extent of segregation
in the public schools of New York State, 1
ask unanimous consent to have printed in
the Record at the conclusion of my remarks
a summary of HEW statistics for the school
year ending June 1968 . . .

A sense of fairness should give wide sup-
port to the proposition that every state be
treated allke,

I challenge those who advocate this dual
standard and duplications policy to put this
matter in national issue by adopting as part
of their platform in the next election the
proposition that all states, including their
own, should be treated as the South is now
being treated.

I predict that any candidate or political
party who does so will be defeated over-
whelmingly.

I further predict that not one party, nor
one candidate, will make such a proposal as
part of the platform on which they seek
election, because every knowledgeable person
in public office knows full well that defeat
would be certain.

If this drastic policy is not to be pressed
with equal diligence In all sections of the
nation, fairness then dictates that the pres-
sure be eased In these sections where it
is being unwisely and unjustly applied be-
fore the public schools are destroyed and
there is no chance for any student—black
or white—to obtain a decent education.

I consider no matter now before the Sen-
ate, or likely to come before the Senate,
more important or more serious than that
of preserving public school education and
the concept of the neighborhood school, and
I will pursue this matter as vigorously and
effectively as I can.

STENNIS BEEMS To HAVE COLLEAGUES
SQUIRMING

(By James J. Eilpatrick)

When John Stennis embarked three
months ago upon his patient efforts for
equal treatment, most of us were convinced
the senator’s effort was doomed to failure.
This is because the Mississipplan was seek-
ing to embarrass his colleagues, and you can
no more embarrass a senator than you can
embarrass a groundhog. The nature of the
brute does not permit it.

Nevertheless, the astonishing possibility is
beginning to develop that Stennis may yet
cultivate some guilty consciences in a cham-
ber where gullty consciences are as rare as
short speeches. Last week he won over Con-
necticut’s Abraham Ribicoff. A few other
liberals are getting rubbery in the knees,
They know in their hearts that Stennis
is right. He has 'em squirming,

The senator’s innocent object 1s simply to
seek equal enforcement of desegregation
laws. Toward this end, he has introduced
two innocent little amendments to the pend-
ing Elementary and Secondary Education
Act.

The first of these, known as Amendment
463, would make it the policy of the United
States that desegregation guidelines imposed
by the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare shall be applied uniformly through-
out the country, wherever segregated schools
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exist, “without regard to the origin or cause
of such segregation.”

The second, known as Amendment 481, is
adapted directly from a law that became ef-
fective in New York last September. It has
two sections. The first says that no child
shall be refused admission to any public
school by reason of his race. The second
gection states the converse of the proposi-
tion: it says that no child may be compelled
to attend any school by reason of his race
or for the purpose of achleving racial bal-
ance.

These are not what you would call com~-
plicated amendments. It is not necessary that
one be a civil rights lawyer to comprehend
them. It is necessary only that one be able
to read the English language. Yet it is as-
tounding, all the same, to hear so many sen-
ators say they just do not understand the
Stennis amendments, what they would do.
These puzzled senators would like to lay the
Stennis amendments on the table for a few
days, say until the week after Christmas,
pending clarification.

There is, of course, no real confusion,. Sten-
nis observes that in 17 school districts of
Florida, now under court control, 72 percent
of the black children attend schools that
are virtually all black. The public schools of
Florida are being thrown into turmoil, as
pupils and teachers are shuffled madly in an
insane effort to achieve racial balance, no
matter what. Well, says Stennis, if this is
good for Florida, why isn't It good for
Illinois?

The response from Senator Ralph T. Smith,
R-I11.,, 1s ah, hmm, and well, he surely does
oppose busing, and ah, but, he will vote “no"
on No. 463, and he doesn't yet know about
No. 481, The response from Senator Charles
Percy, R-I1l., 1s ah, hmm, how's that, and he
is just not clear on what the Stennis amend-
ments would do, and ah, hmm, you know, it's
not as simple as it looks, eh, hoo, golly gee,
and let’s take a long weekend.

Indiana parallels Illinois. Ohio has dozens
of all-black schools. So does New York. Well,
asks Stennis, what will you do about it?

He gets feeble answers, or none at all, Sen-
ator Pastore of Rhode Island strode into the
chamber the other day, as cocky as a blue-
Jjay pecking at a hubeap, and made the mis-
take of tangling with Stennis. In five minutes
Stennis plucked him naked. He reduced Pas-
tore to the sputtering proposition that blacks
should have freedom of choice but whites
should not, this being the Rhode Islander’s
curious notion of equal protection of the
laws.,

Nobody will even debate with Stennis now.
They run off to the gym to steam in their own
hypocrisy. Stennis is letting them sweat; and
he may yet reduce a few of his brothers, like
Ribicoff, to looking at their flabby con-
science in a cold, revealing mirror.
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY NEGRO STUDENT

POPULATION IN OHIO

Mr. STENNIS. Mr President, I have a con~
cern which, I believe, is shared by the par-
ents of schoolchildren throughout the entire
Nation, It is the concern for the continuation
of what I call the community school or
neighborhood school. In many parts of my
area of the country that concept of public
school education is belng destroyed through
over-rapid demands for total integration or
total mixing of the students as between
races, somewhat on a percentage basis.

I believe that throughout the Nation the
same law applies that is now being applied
in our part of the country; and I believe if
this extreme application is applied in areas
outside the South, it will have a very whole-
some and effective response from the parents.

There are certain amendments in the ap-
propriation bill for the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare that will
come before this body in one form or an-
other, and perhaps there will be other
amendments. In order to get the facts be-
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fore Senators, I have prepared certain fig-
ures taken from official records in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
that reflect the conditions that exist in this
country outside the South. These figures are
authentic. They have been computerized and
in an open hearing, under my questioning,
Mr. Finch stated that as far as he knows and
believes they are substantially correct.

I have figures today from the State of
Ohio, as they apply to this subject. I shall
have other figures later.

Ohio is one of the 10 States outside the
Southern and border States which, in the
aggregate, have over 90 percent of the ele-
mentary and secondary Negro student popu-
lation, The overall total in the Northern and
Western States is 2,834,083 Negro students.
Ohio has a Negro student population of 287,
440, but as the total elementary and sec-
ondary school population of Ohio, according
to the HEW's 1968-69 school survey, is 2,400,-
206, the Negro student population amounts
to only 11.9 percent of the total.

The white student population in Ohio
is 2,093,321, or 87.5 percent of the total. The
remaining negligible percentage of 0.6 per-
cent consists of American Indians, Orientals,
and Spanish-American students, so that for
all practical purposes Ohio has 87.56 percent
white and 11.9 percent black students in its
schools.,

Yet, according to official Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare IBM tabulations, there
are 18 school districts in 18 cities in Ohio
which have one or more schools with Negro
student enrollments between 80 and 100 per-
cent. To be more exact, there are 197 such
Negro schools, in these 18 districts with an
aggregate enrollment of 163,783, which is 66
percent of the total Negro student enroll-
ment—252,641—in the public schools of
these 18 cities. Bo, although the total Negro
student population of Ohio is only 11.9 per-
cent of the overall student population, 57
percent of the total Negro student enroll-
ment in Ohio schools are attending schools
that are 80 to 100 percent black. This per-
centage would be much higher if it were
possible to show the total Negro student en-
rollments in all schools having a majority of
black students, that is, where Negroes make
up more than 50 percent of the total school
enrollment, but the Health, Education, and
Welfare IBM data avallable does not include
citles or school districts where the minority
enrollment is under 80 percent.

Actually, of these 197 predominantly Ne-
gro schools, there are 154 which are 90 to
100 percent Negro, of which 131 are 85 to
100 percent Negro, with 105 of them heing
98 to 100 percent Negro.

The records show 65 of the 105 schools
which are 08 to 100 percent black are In
Cleveland alone.

Whenever the record reflects a high per-
centage of Negro student segregatlon, it also
reflects a high percentage of white student
segregation or isolation. For example, the
Cleveland school district has a total elemen-
tary and secondary student enrollment of
156,054 in 180 schools; 87,241, or 55.9 percent
of these students are Negroes; 66,324, or 42
percent, are white students. Of the 87241
black students, 69,728, or 80 percent, are
segregated In 68 schools which are 985 to
100 percent black; 70,048, or 86 percent are
segregated in 73 schools 80 to 100 percent
black; and 79,221, or 89 percent, are segre-
gated in 78 schools 80 to 100 percent black.

Now, let us look at the white student
side of the picture. Of the 66,324 white stu-
dents, 12,870 are in 25 schools 99 to 100 per-
cent white; 24,176 are In schools 98 to 100
percent white; 40,7756 are In 59 schools 95 to
100 percent white; and 49,491 are in 70
schools 90 to 100 percent white. In all of these
70 schools which were 80 to 100 percent white,
there were only 497 Negro students, or about
1 percent of the total enrollment of these
schools.

I make these comparisons without any
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reflection on the students of any group. What
I am concerned about is the extreme applica-
tion of rules that tend to destroy and deny
all students the benefit of the community
school and applying the principle only in one
area of the country and virtually overlocking
other areas of the country.

The computer run also reflects the num-
ber of Negro students attending majority
white schools and the number of white stu-
dents attending majority Negro schools. Of
the total Negro student enrollment in Cleve-
land of 87,241, only 4,172, or 5.1 percent,
attended majority white schools. Of the 66,324
white students which make up 42.5 percent
of the enrollment in the Cleveland schools,
only 4,066, or 6 percent, went to predomi-
nantly Negro schools.

Mr. President, we talk about the 15 long
years that the South has dragged its feet.
Those same 15 years have been running here
in the State to which I very respectfully
refer. There are segregated school conditions
in areas of this State, as I have sald, there
are the official figures. I shall ask unanimous
consent to put all the figures In the RECORD
in just a few minutes. There are other cities,

Let us take perhaps a more typical city in
Ohio, such as Columbus. In Col 15 there
are 168 schools with a total enroliment of
110,699, of which 81,655, or 73.8 percent, are
white and 28,729, or 26 percent are Negroes,
leaving & minimal percentage of cther mi-
nority students. Here also you have a sharp
polarization, or segregation, of the races. Of
the 81,656 white students, 45,752, or well over
50 percent, are in T4 schools which are 98
to 100 percent white. There are only 127
black students in these 74 schools. There are
5,034 white and 137 black students in nine
schools which are 956 to 98 percent white.
There are 5,220 white and 413 black students
in 10 schools that are 80 to 95 percent white.
There are 6,722 white and 940 black students
in nine schools that are 85 to 90 percent
white, There are 3,390 white and 695 black
students in five schools that are 80 to 85 per-
cent white, and 11,369 white and 5,951 black
students in 22 schools that are from 51 to
80 percent white. In all, 8,263 black stu-
dents, or nearly 28 percent of the total Negro
student enrollment, attend majority white
schools, On the other hand, cnly 4,159, or b
percent of the white students, attend ma~-
jority black schools, and of the 20,466, or T2
percent of the Negro students which attend
majority Negro schools, 16,341 are in schools
that are 80 to 100 percent black; 11,684 are In
schools that are 90 to 100 percent black;
7,211 are in schools that are 95 to 100 per-
cent black; and 4,146 are in schools that are
99 to 100 percent black.

Whether you take Cleveland and Columbus
or Cincinnati, Toledo, Dayton, Akron, or any
number of other cities or towns in Ohio
where there are substantial concentrations
of Negro students, you will find the same
pattern.

I emphasize again that I am not talking
against integration or to the discredit of any
students, colored or white, I am talking about
the fact that, as I understand the decision
of 1954, Negro students are entitled, as a
matter of principle, to the right of assocla~
tion with those of the white race. That being
true then there is a whole lot of denial of
that right in this area. I call that to the
attention of Senators now and I shall do so
again in the future.

SCcHOOL SEGREGATION IN THE STATE OF
INDIANA

Mr. STeENNIS. Mr. President, as I have here-
tofore announced, I think it will be helpful,
in considering possible amendments that may
come up in connection with apppropriations
bills, particularly the HEW appropriation bill,
to have the facts before Senators regarding
the school integration picture not just in
the South but throughout the United States
as well.
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In keeping with my purpose to bring these
facts to the Members of the Senate and to
the people of the Natlon, I have compiled
certain data taken from the official records
of HEW files. Samples of these records have
been brought to the speclal attention of Mr.
Finch in an open hearing before the Appro-
priations Committee, and he agreed, in re-
sponse to my questions, that they were cor-
rect or substantially correct and were be-
leved by him to be substantially correct.
They were obtained by lawful means, of
course through regular channels, by a staff
member of the Appropriations Committee
and from the files of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Today I have completed and assembled the
figures that reflect the plcture with reference
to the public schools in the State of Indiana.
My remarks will not be at great length, but
they will give a summary of the picture in
that State as of the date of these figures.

In the 1968-69 school year, there were a
total of 1,081,214 elementary and secondary
students attending public schools in Indiana.
Of this total, 88.8 percent, or 961,182, were
white; 9.8 percent, or 105,772, were Negroes,
and the remaining 1.4 percent was made up
of other minority groups as classified by the
HEW as American Indiana, Oriental, and
Spanish-American students.

However, HEW's computer data reflects that
there are 10 cities in Indlana which have
one or more schools where Negro students
make up 80 to 100 percent of the total school
enrollment, and in these 10 school districts
are enrolled 87.9 percent of all the Negro
students in Indiana—92,953.

There are 57 schools where the Negro en-
rollment exceed 80 percent of total enroll-
ment, and of these 57, there are 49 schools
where the Negro enrollment is 90 percent to
100 percent of the total enrollment, and 40
schools within these 57 where the enroll-
ment is 99 and 100 percent Negro.

These HEW figures are very significant in
the issue of segregation and integration, and
help show there is a totally different set of
rules applied in school districts outside the
South than is applied in school districts in
the South.

Let us look at the school district of Indi-
anapolis, the capital of the State, The total
1068-60 public school enrollment is reflected
as 108,587 students in 122 schools in this fine
city; 72,010 or 66.3 percent, are white stu-
dents; 36,677, or 33.7 percent, are Negro stu-
dents—in other words, two-thirds white and
one-third Negro students. There are no other
minority group students enrolled in these
schools, Let us now look at the distribution
in these schools in the city.

There are 13,7685 Negro students in 17
schools that are from 99.2 to 100 percent
black. There are only 37 students listed as
white in these 17 schools,

There are another seven schools with a
total enrollment of 7,564 students, of which
7336 are Negro and 228 are white. That
would be 3 percent white and 97 percent
Negro. The figures show 21,064 of the 36,677
Negro students in Indianapolis segregated In
24 schools that are 97 to 100 percent Negro.
In all, there are 34 of the 122 Indianapolis
schools which have a majority Negro enroll-
ment. In these 34 schools there are 28,372
Negro students and 3,212 white, or 4.4 per-
cent of the total white student enrollment
of 108,687 are attending these Negro majority
schools.

Now let us lock at the majority white
schools. There are 36 schools with a total
enrollment of 31,221 students which are 99
to 100 percent white—18 schools are 100 per-
cent white, There are but 76 Negro students
listed as attending these 36 schools. There
are another 28 schools with enrollments ag-
gregating 19,928 that are 90.9 to 98.8 white.
There are 860 Negroes attending these 28
schools, or about 4 percent of the enroll-
ment.
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Accordingly, 51,169 white students, or 71
percent of the total white student enroll-
ment, are isolated in 64 schools that are 96 to
100 percent white. There are nine schools
with a total enrollment of 926 which are
89.1 to 8.03 percent white—8,5687 white stu-
dents; 1,339, approximately 13 percent, Ne~
groes, There are another 15 schools with a
total enrollment of 15,847 which are T7.9
to 51.7 percent white—10,007 white; 5921,
approximately 37 percent, Negro. This group
of schools includes one technical high school
which has 5,180 students—3,717 white and
2,473, or 47.6 percent, Negro.

Overall, there are 68,798, or 95.6 percent, of
the 72,010 white students attending Indian-
apolis public schools that are in majority
white schools. Only 3,212, or 4.4 percent, of
the white students are attending schools hav-
ing a majority Negro student enrollment. The
B,3056 Negro students attending majority
white schools constitute only 1014 percent of
the total enrollment of the 88 majority white
schools.

If that situation prevailed in a southern
school district there would already have been
mandates from the Supreme Court or from
HEW, on down that the district must be com-
pletely integrated forthwith and that neces-
sary Negroes should be bused to predomi-
nantly white schools and white students
bused to majority Negro schools—regardless
of the consequences,

Mr. President, I could go into the facts and
figures as to a great number of those schools
and the way it is actually being done, but I
suppose that is not necessary here. The same
thing could be done in Indlanapolis, or any-
where in Indiana, by the same processes and
illuminate this picture I have painted, which
is thought to be so evil by some and un-
lawful by all courts. However, virtually
nothing has been done, insofar as I know
from the record, by HEW in the State of
Indiana in an administrative way. As far
as I know, no Governor, since the decision in
1954 in the case of Brown against Board of
Education has moved and tried to do some-
thing about the situation; there has been no
enactment of any law by the legislature of
that great State—and I am not reflecting on
that great State.

Mr. President, my point is that nothing
has been done about it and there is no pros-
pect that I know of anything of any ap-
preciable substance being done about 1t soon;
whereas in the area where I live, in the
South, schools literally are being torn to
pleces—and I mean that; they are going to
be left in shambles within a few months.

White students in the area where I live
are being taken from their home communi-
ties and bused away to another end of the
county and placed in schools that are now
predominantly colored; and colored students
are taken out of schools In the community
where they live and they are being bused to
another area of the county and placed in
vacant spots created there.

I do not think that should be done in the
South; I do not think It should be done
anywhere. However, if there is a principle
involved it should be a uniform prineciple
that applies to all people in all the Na-
tion; and it should be carried out by any
President or anyone who is the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, or by the At-
torney General.

Mr. President, I point out further that
nobody Is claiming that the Supreme Court
declision of 1954 is not the law of the land.
No one is fighting on that basis. But they
are not stopping with integration. They lt-
erally are leaving a lot of our area of the
country in shambles so far as public schools
are concerned because of this percentagewise,
or almost percentagewise, integration that
I say is unfair and unreasonable in any in-
stance from an educational standpoint.

If we are going to have it in one area of
the country the only way to bring it to the

February 18, 1970

attention and let it be felt by other areas
of the country is to enforce it uniformly
throughout the Nation. Then, and only then,
can we get a national policy that is based
on reason and commonsense and which is
really wanted by the people.

I think the parents of the children of
this country can get very nearly what they
want out of their State leglslatures, out of
this Congress, and out of anybody who is
elected to the White House; but as long as
this unbearable burden is being placed on
one part of the country that is deemed to be
evil to begin with, and a presumption of guilt
attached to it, we are no going to have any
national policy. We are golng to have a pol-
icy applied In a sectilon of the country.

I point out also that a great many States
outside the South had segregation laws of
one kind or another well over into this
century, and several of them up until a few
years before the 1954 declsion by the Su-
preme Court, but nothing has been done to
those States, virtually nothing, if they are
outside the South. But they have literally
turned us upside down and they have shaken
the living life out of our public schools.

Another point I wish to ralse is that
all segregation, by law or otherwise, was
legal by Federal court standards in every
State until 1954. It had the sanction and
express approval of the Supreme Court, so it
was not unlawful anywhere. That was the
national policy. We moved then from that
1954 decision that outlawed all segregation
statutes wherever they were, and the policies
and the statutes that permitted it by choice
under any circumstances. So before 1954, it
was legal; and after 1954 segregation was de-
clared illegal and void. It was said you could
not discriminate against any child in the
placement in schools because of color, From
that point, we have moved to one policy after
another being added to that basic principle
by various court decisions. But there has been
no nationwide maintaining of this prineiple
that was announced in 1954,

It is my purpose and my sole purpose here
and now to get the facts before all the people,
before all the Senators, all Members of the
House of Representatives, and before officials
in the executive branch.

These things have not been known until
recently. This is a product of the computer
system, I think it should be brought out and
then we can make a judgment. I am not
here accusing anyone of bad faith, and I am
not here just finding fault.

Yesterday in the hearings I posed this
question: “When you have these cases in
court demanding total integration now, and
you mix students up, haul them around and
balance them off; when you get all the court
decisions you want and assuming they are all
carried out by trustees and the people, then,
what are you going to do?"”

In effect the answer was that that would be
the end of the matter and they would dismiss
the case and withdraw from the administra-
tion of it in any State.

I said, “All right. Then, if the people go
back and by natural selection resegregate
themselves again, and come back like they
were or to a situation which is similar to what
they were, what are you going to do then?”

He sald. “Well we would have to intervene
again.”

So, Mr. President, here is a situation in
perpetuity where the people are golng to be
closed in by a system of bureaucracy, or
whatever you may call it, from now on.

From now on, we will have to be policed
by thils theory, this policy of government that
they apply, so far, only on a sectional basis.
Their reasons are largely fictitious. They are
a sham, When we get right down to the heart
of the thing, where the people live, that is
what 15 happening.

Now if Congress or the courts should see
fit to move into other areas of the country,
I think we will hear from & lot of mothers
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and fathers. I also think that Senators will
hear from them, as well as Members of the
House, and the President, whoever he may
be. This will become a nationwide issue. I
believe we will get a more moderate policy
out of it.

I do not advocate going back to the old
rules prior to 1954. I know that that will not
be coming. But s0 that the schools may live,
so that they may live as educational institu-
tions rather than as instruments of social
change, so that we may have public educa-
tion where the poor children, all children,
can go if they wish to, rather than to have
to go to school under police state methods,
so that we may have our children educated
in a more natural way, that is what I am
pleading for.

I am pleading for the community school,
the neighborhood school, the school where
children live, where their parents are, and
where they have their interests. I believe
that that can be well brought about. The
only way it can be brought about, I belleve,
is through the exposure of these facts.

I do not know how long it will take, but
I believe it will result in the formulation of
a nationwide policy to live and let live which
will be to the benefit of everyone in this
country and will take care of the educational
needs of all our children and give them the
opportunity to be trained and become quali-
fied according to their own talents.

But as long as we go along with a sectional
policy that applies only to one section of the
country, I believe it is not only downright
wrong but will destroy the public shcool
system of the area where it is applied.

Thus, I plead with my colleagues to look
at the facts, to formulate a national policy
that will get to the bottom of the problem
and then let us move forward from there.

Mr. President, I mention Indianapolis to-
day, particularly because one of the rare
Federal actions filed against a northern
school district was filed against the Indian-
apolls school district on May 31, 1968. That
is the one case that, according to my records,
has already been filed, almost 18 months ago.
But, to date, that action apparently has con-
cerned itself only with teacher assignments,
and the only notation concerning it, as re-
ported by the Department of Justice on Sep-
tember 30, 1969, is that it was, “walting for
& trial date.” Further, it is my understanding
that it is still awaiting a trial date.

Mr. President, let me say on that, that
I want any school district to have a reason-
able time to make adjustments. I am not
advocating any rash action here or to demand
the “death penalty,” so to speak., That Is
what they are doing to us in the South, de-
manding a “death penalty.” That is what is
being imposed upon us because we have not
done this thing. I do not advocate that for
any other school district in the country.

My point is that nothing substantial has
been done. It has been ignored. The Federal
Government has been acting as if these facts
did not exist.

Mr. President, let me give one or two more
illustrations.

Mr. LonG. Mr. President, will the Senator
from Mississippi yleld?

Mr. StENNIS. I yield.

Mr. LoNng. Do I correctly understand the
Senator's position to be that if the cltles and
States up North will undertake to abide by
some sort of Federal program which they
find they can live with, the probabilitles are
that those of us in the South can come more
nearly to living under that program than
we can by something which is simply handed
down without any concurrence at all or any
acceptance at all, to apply only in the South-
ern States. In other words, that what is to
be imposed in the Northern, Eastern, and
Western States would, presumably, at least
be something the people could live with in
some fashion——
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Mr. STennN1s. That is right.

Mr. LonG. That such a program would be
something that we in the South could more
or less live with, than what they are trying
to do to us now?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from Louisiana
is correct. If they apply a real pattern—I am
not advocating tearing up the schools, under
any conditions—but we are at the point now
that it has got to be determined whether
there will be anything applied outside the
South.

I have no doubt that if they put the pres-
sure on in, say, Ohio, or Indiana, in the large
voting States, there will be such a reaction
that it will bring a modified policy in the
Court, the Congress, HEW, the Department
of Justice, and everywhere else. There will
be a policy that all the people will benefit by
and can live with.

As I have said, I do not know how long it
will take to bring that about, but I know as
a fact, because I have dealt with them, that
the HEW feels it has a “mission.” I am not
referring to Secretary Finch, although he
has got his hand into this problem and he
has learned a lot about it. I am not attack-
ing him. He has come out with some very
helpful statements. But there has been a
group of zealots down there in HEW who
have been running wild carrying out what
they feel to be their “mission” in life, as they
look at 1t.

We have been promised time and time
again that there would be a program set
up to go into other States and see what
the response was and that perhaps we
would get a national policy out of it; but
substantially nothing has been done about
it.

One suit has been filed outside the South-
ern States, and one administrative action
has been filed, but carried out by HEW on
one school.

I illustrated here before that 2 or 3 years
ago someone in HEW notified Chicago that
it was going to have to get in line. Just like
a cannon going off, there came back a re-
sponse—I do not know from where—perhaps
Mayor Daley came down here or just sent a
telegram—but, anyway, the White House
took the response under advisement. That
was about the end of it. Nothing was done
about it.

Last spring, between March and June, I
believe, HEW gave notice to the Chicago
schools that they would have to integrate
their facilities.

Immediately there was objection raised by
the facultles. They filed a terrific protest.
This was all published in the press. The
teachers were offered a bonus to go into the
schools in question. The last time I heard
of it they had still refused to go. That is
what the press reported. They demanded
that if it was golng to have to be carried
out, the Federal Government would have to
put up the money, which was $48 million, I
believe it was.

I talked to one of the Senators from Illi-
nois about that, so those facts are substan-
tially correct.

There has been nothing carried out and
no substantial efforts made. Now they say,
“Well, the South had de juris segregation
but de juris segregation did not exist else-
where.” Well, if that is a valld distinction,
they should not go into the North at all.
They should not bother, because they did
not have any segregation laws in 1954. So
they admit to themselves that they have
jurisdiction of this matter and that they
should proceed. Some of them do. But as a
practical matter they do not get down to
the facts of life and make any requirements,

Mr. President, Gary, Ind., which is a very
fine city, has 50 public schools with a total
enrollment of 48,431, of which 20,826, or 61.6
percent are Negro students, 14,063, or 29 per-
cent are white, and the remaining 9.1 per-
cent are classified as Spanish Americans.
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Of the total Negro enrollment, 23,265—
or about B0 percent—are segregated in 21
schools which are 99 and 100 percent Negro.

Talk about lack of integration. How could
there be a more glaring illustration than
that?

Down home, the ultimatum of the court
is, “No more Negro schools as such. Close
them up. Abolish them. Put the children
somewhere else.” Nothing has been done, as
I say, up here.

There are about 20 white students listed
as attending these 21 schools—less than one
white child to the school.

There are 26,617 Negro students in 24
schools that are 91.3 to 100 percent seg-
regated; 28,910, or 96.5 percent, of the Negro
students are in majority Negro schools, with
3,800 Spanish Americans, 2,965 whites, and
77 minority group students,

The term “Spanish Americans” is the term
in the computer. That is not my term, but
for some reason they classify these people on
that basis.

On the white side of the school system,
there are five schools—this is Gary, Ind.—
with a total enrollment of 4,941 white stu-
dents, which are from 95.1 to 98.8 percent
white. There are only 46 Negro students in
these five schools. There are another two
schools with 1,048 white students, with 90.2
and 944 percent white enrollment, where
only 43 Negro students attend. There are also
three schools with white student enrollments
totalling 3,065, which are from 82.8 to 869
percent white., There are another six schools
with 2,063 white students which are 64.5 to
78.4 percent majority white. In all, there are
only 916 Negro students out of the total
Negro enrollment of 29,826 attending major-
ity white schools.

As I understand the case of Brown agalnst
Board of Education, decided in 1954, the
Court went to great length in its reasoning
that Negro students were entitled to the
association, the environment, and a list of
other opportunities that are supposed to
have gone with the white schools. That was
the principle of the case, as I understand.
If that is right, the children I have been
calling attention to are being denled the
principle that the Supreme Court laid down
as something they were entitled to. There is
no effort on that part of the State to correct
that condition; only the very slightest effort
on the part of the Department of Justice—
one suit—and only the slightest kind of ef-
fort on the part of HEW to correct that
situation.

On the contrary, in other parts of the
country, the demand is so total and demand-
ing and exact, contrary to the wishes of a
great majority of the colored parents and the
white parents, that it is leaving our schools
in a shambles, particularly the abrupt appli-
cation of the principle. In many of them,
there has been a more moderate, a more
modest, progressive integration, where the
proportions were not so pronounced, and
things have moved along in such a way as to
be able to preserve the public schools.

I think the city of Washington is the out-
standing illustration to the whole world of
what happens over a period of years when
total, immediate integration is applied, I am
collecting some facts to show just what the
situation is and what has happened in this
great city.

In 1963, there was a Federal court case
brought against the school district of Gary,
Ind., by Negro parents alleging, among other
things, compulsory segregation and infringe-
ment of civil rights: Bell v. The School City
of Gary, Indiana, 218 Fed. Supp. 819, Af-
firmed, 7th Circuilt, 1963, 324 F. 2d 209, cert.,
877 U.S. 924, 1965. Here the court laid down
rules and policies exactly opposite the rules
now applled to the South. The decision was
affirmed by the appellate court and certiorarl
denled by the Supreme Court. Nelther HEW
nor Justice Department was a party to the
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suit. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the full HEW records for schools of
Indlana be put in the RECORD.

The records to which I refer are the records
about which I have been speaking, and are
authenticated as being official records, as I
have already described.

ScHooL ENROLLMENTS IN Wasmingron, D.C.

Mr. Stennis. Mr. President, according to
IBM data, from HEW’s official files, based on
the 196869 elementary and secondary school
enrcllment, Washington, D.C., has a total
enrollment of 148,725 students in 188 schools,
of which 139,006—or 93.4 percent—are Negro
students, 8,280—or 5.5 percent—are white,
and the remaining 1,438—or 1.1 percent—are
made up of orientals, Spanish Americans, and
American Indians.

There are 3,636, or 43 percent of the 8,280
white students, attending majority Negro
school; only 1,263—or 0.8 percent—of the
Negro students are attending majority white
schools. There are 56 schools with 41,109
students that are 100 percent Negro. There
are another 57 schools that have 99 to 99.9
percent Negro students, which makes an ag-
gregate of 113 schools with enrollments total-
ing 96,618 which are 99 to 100 percent Negro,
Another 16 echools are 88 to 89 percent Negro.
Another 13 schools are 97 to 98 percent Ne-
gro, and another 10 schools have Negro en-
rollments of 95 to 97 percent—making a total
of 162 schools with total enrcllment of 125,-
158 that are 95 to 100 percent Negro. In a
great percentage of these schools which have
enrollments of from 1,000 to 2,000 students,
there are only one, two, or three students
listed as white.

Of the 188 schools in Washington, D.C.,
there are only 18 that have a majority white
enrollment. These range from the Capitol
Page School with an enrcllment of 41, of
which 7.1 percent are Negroes, to an ele-
mentary school of 253, which is 43.1 Negro.

In other words, it would be difficult to find
any school district that is more segregated
than the public schools of Washington, D.C.,
and perhaps there is significance in the man-
ner in which, and the speed with which, this
has occurred.

The District of Columbia, by law, for-
merly had a dual school system based upon
race. According to information set forth in
the case of U.S. v. Jeflerson County Board
of Education (372 Fed. 2d 836, 1966), at page
904, the District of Columbia, desegregated
following the Supreme Court decision of 1954,
at a faster rate than did the south, along
with some other border states, and by the
19681-82 scheol year had more than half of
its school enrollment attending desegregated
schools. At page 905, information is set out
with respect to enrcllment and percentage
of Negroes in white schools in southern and
border states, and it Is reported that the
District of Columbia had 109,270, or 84.18
percent, of its Negro student enrollment in
schools with whites.

Senate hearings on H.R. 8569, District of
Columbia appropriations, 90th Congress, first
session, fiscal year, 1968, part I, at page 693,
et seq., set forth the pupll membership of
the Washington, D.C,, schools by school and
race for the school years 1954-55 and 1966-
67. The school year 1954-556 was the first
following the 1954 Supreme Court decision.
These tabulations reflected that In the 1954-
56 school year, there was a total of 102920
students, 40,313—or 39 percent—of whom
were white and 82,607—or 61 percent—of
whom were Negroes, The 1866-67 school year
figures reflect a total enrollment of 145,933,
of which 12,678—or 8.7 percent—were white
and 133,273—or 91.3 percent—were Negroes.
As previously indicated, the 1968-60 Wash-
ington school enrollment totaled 148,725, of
which 8,280—or 5.5 percent—were white, 93.4
percent were Negroes, and 0.9 percent con-
sisted of other minority groups.

I ask unanimous consent that a table en-
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titled “Summary of Pupll Membership by
School and Race” for the Washington, D.C.,
schools for the school year 1954-55 and the
school year 1966-67, be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

|From the CoNGREssIoNAL Recomrp, Dec. 2,

1969]
SEGREGATION IN THE ScHOOL DISTRICTS OF
NEw JERSEY

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, in order to put
before the Senate all the facts necessary for
full consideration of amendments I intend
to offer to the Health, Education, and Wel-
fare appropriations bill, I present today in-
formation relative to the school system of
the State of New Jersey.

These facts show there 1s segregation in
the public schools of New Jersey that equals,
if not surpasses, segregation in many of the
schools that are now under the most de-
manding orders of HEW and the courts in
the South.

I emphasize that if segregation is wrong in
the public schools of the SBouth, it is wrong
in the public schools of all other States.

This opinion is shared by Mr. Leon Pa-
netta, Director, Office for Civil Rights of HEW.

In testimony before the House Appropria-
tions Committee on April 30—page 1061,
House Appropriations Committee hearings,
HEW 1970—Mr. Panetta made the following
statement:

“I talked with a number of people who feel
that the Civil Rights Act only aims at the
dual school structure and that it really only
alms at the Southern situation. It does not
say that and I think it talks in terms of
discrimination per se, which can occur any-
where regardless of geographlc boundaries.”

However, Mr. Panetta also sald of civil
rights enforcement Iin mnorthern public
schools, “there never really was a northern
program until the last year."

I emphasize this, Mr, President, and also
point out that even within the last year lit-
tle, If anything, has been done to effectively
remove segregation in the North,

For Instance, since the civil rights law was
passed as of October 16 of this year, in the
North only 46 of 7,015 compliance agreements
filed have been given a preliminary check by
HEW.

In the South, 2,994 districts have filed form
441 and sall have been checked, 100 percent.
That is according to the records; that is not
an estimate. It is according to the records;
1,107 districts have filed form 441-B outlin-
ing a voluntary desegregation plan.

In the North only, six out of 7,016 total
distriets of the North have been sent letters
of noncompliance.

In the South, 568 out of 1,107 school dis-
tricts of the South have been sent letters
of noncompliance.

In the North and West, only one out of
7,016 school districts have been the subject
of administrative action by HEW.

The tragedy of this so-called crusade
against discrimination on a sectional basis
is that it is within itself discrimination
against a geographical section of the United
States.

It might be claimed that segregation in
New Jersey is accidental and not the result
of official State and local government action.
Such, however, is not the case as it has been
made clear by the Civil Rights Commission
and their report on raclal isolation, 1967, at
page 42,

According to the Civil Rights Commission,
the official policy that had the effect of law
in the State of New Jersey as late as 1930
was to operate separate but equal schools
when, in the judgment of the board of educa~
tion, i1t was best to do s0.

In New Jersey, separate schools for Negroes
were maintained well into the 20th century
despite an 1881 statute prohibiting the ex-
clusion of children from schools on the basls
of race, In 1923, the State Commissioner of
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Education ruled that local school authorities
could provide special schools for Negroes in
their residential areas, and allow the transfer
of white students from these schools to white
schools. The ruling was reaffirmed in 1930.
As late as 1940, there were at least 70 separate
schools for Negroes in New Jersey.

NEW JERSEY

In New Jersey, according to the 1968-69
HEW school survey, there was a total of
1,234,470 students in the elementary and sec-
ondary schools. Of this total, 986,448, or 79
percent, of total enrollment were white, 200,-
117, or 16 percent, were Negro, and the re-
maining 5 percent was made up of other
minority groups.

HEW'’s IBM data reflects that there are 24
cities or townships in New Jersey which have
one or more schools where Negro students
make up 80 percent or more of the total
school enrollment, and In these 24 school
districts are enrolled 78.7 percent of the total
Negro student enrollment in the State of
New Jersey. In these 24 cities or school dis-
tricts, there are 162 schools where the Negro
student enrollment is 80 to 100 percent. There
are 90,966 Negro students, or 45.4 percent of
all Negro students in the State of New Jersey,
in these 162 schools. There are 87,645—or 43.8
percent—of the Negro students in the State
of New Jersey in 115 schools that are 90 to
100 percent segregated, and there are 68,184—
or 34 percent of New Jersey's Negro student
population—in 83 schools which are 95 to
100 percent segregated.

For example, Atlantic City has a total
school enrollment of 8,605 students, of which
5,357, or 62.3 percent are Negro, and 3,084,
or 35.6 percent are white. Atlantic City has
five schools with a total enrollment of 2,888,
which are practically 100 percent Negro with
2,883 Negro students and five Spanish Ameri-
cans. In other words, 53.8 percent of Atlan-
tie City's Negro student population are
segregated in five all-Negro schools. There
are another four schools, with a total en-
rollment of 1,829, which are majority Negro
schools—from 68.3 to 75.7 percent. There are
five majority white schools with a total en-
rollment of 3,888, of which 2,600 are white,
which is 84.8 percent of the total white en-
rollment. In other words, approximately 15
percent of the white students in Atlantic
City attend majority Negro schools, 23.3 per-
cent of the total Negro enrollment attend
majority white schools. This would appear
to be a rather segregated situation.

The Camden, N.J., school district has a
total enrollment of 20,236 in 31 schools, of
which 11,809, or 58.9 percent are Negro stu-
dents; 6,420, or 31.7 percent are white; and
1,907, or 9.4 percent come from other minor-
ity groups. Two schools with a total enroll-
ment 835 have a total minority group en-
rollment—7656 Negroes, 69 Spanish Ameri-
cans, and one American Indian., There are
another seven schools with a total enroll-
ment of 4,300, of which 3,765 are Negroes,
427 are Spanish Americans, 98 are white stu-
dents—1.5 percent of the total white student
enrollment in Camden—and 10 are Oriental
students. These seven schools are made up of
953 to 98.5 percent minority enrollment,
There are another five schools in the 90-95-
percent minority enrollment bracket, which
have a total enrollment of 3,831 students, of
which 2,806 are Negroes, 750 are Spanish
Americans, 260—4.2 percent of total white
enrollment—are white, four are Orientals,
and two are American Indians, There are
elght additional majority Negro schools with
a total enrollment of 4,784, 3,575 of which are
Negroes, B48 are white—3.2 percent of total
white enrollment—359 are Spanish Ameri-
cans, and two are Orientals In these elght
schools.

In total there are 22 Negro majority
schools with a total enrollment of 13,750,
and 1,215 white students—189 percent of
total white student enrollment—attend
these Negro schools in Camden.
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There are nine majority white schools
with a total enrollment of 6488, of which
5,205 are white, 998 are Negroes, 274 are
listed as Spanish Americans, and nine are
from other minority groups.

Overall, 8.3 percent of the Negro students
attend majority white schools and 91.7 per-
cent attend majority Negro schools. 81.1 per-
cent of the total white students attend
schools that are majority white and 18.9 per-
cent attend schools where the minority
groups are in the majority.

Newark, N.J., is the largest city in the
State. It has a total school enrollment of
'75,060 in 80 schools, of which 55,067—or 72.5
percent—are Negro students, 13,716—or 18.1
percent—are white, and 7,187—or 9.4 per-
cent—are made up other minorities, classi-
fied by HEW as Spanish Americans, Orientals,
and American Indians,

There are 10 schools with a total enroll-
ment of 10,963, which are 100 percent mi-
nority segregated—10,607 Negro students and
356 Spanish American. There are 13 schools
with a total enrollment of 1,360 that are
99 to 90.9 percent minority segregated. These
13 schools are made up of 20,677 Negro stu-
dents, 682 Spanish Americans, 94 whites—
0.6 percent of total white enrollment—and
seven other minority group students. Accord-
ingly, 31,184, or 56.6 percent of the total
Negro enroliment are in 23 schools which
are 99 percent and 100 percent segregated.
There are an additional 15 schools with a
total enrollment of 11,712 which are 95.9 to
08.9 percent minority enrollment. There are
10,262 Negro students and 363 white stu-
dents—2.6 percent of the total white student
enrollment—in these schools. It follows that
41,446, or 752 percent of total Negro en-
rollment are in 38 schools that are 95.9 to
100 percent segregated. There are six schools
with an aggregate enrollment of 7,194 which
are 914 to 949 percent segregated, there
being 5,385 Negro students and 504 white stu-
dents—3.6 percent of total white student en-
rollment—with the balance being made up
of other minority group students. There are
gix schools with a total enrollment of 2,410
in the 80- to 90-percent segregated bracket.
There are 361 white students in these six
schools, 1,655 Negro students, and 487 Span-
ish Americans. There is a total enrollment of
12,189 students in the remaining 15 majority
Negro schools, ranging between 50.2 percent
and 79.2 percent minority enrollment.

In all, 53,583, or 97.3 percent of the total
Negro student enrollment are in 65 majority
Negro schools.

There are 10 majority white schools with
a total enrollment of 9,832, of which 8,111
are white, 1,174 are Negro, 516 are Spanish
American, and 31 are Orientals. On the basis
of these IBM figures, 2.1 percent of the total
Negro student enrollment go to majority
white schools and 97.3 percent attend ma-
jority Negro schools; 59.1 percent of the total
white student enrollment attend majority
white schools which are 94.1 percent to 65
percent white.

Trenton, the capital of New Jersey, has
a total school enrollment of 16,865, of which
11,143, or 66.1 percent are Negro, 4,881, or
28.9 percent, are white, and 5 percent are
made up of other minority groups.

In the Negro majority schools there are
two schools with a total enrollment of 1,320
that are 09.5 pecent and 98.2 percent minor-
ity segregated; three schools with a total
enrollment of 2,341 that rate 95.2 to 87.5 per-
cent minority segregated; seven schools with
a total enrollment of 4,442 that are from 80.3
to 949 percent minority segregated; and
four schools with a total enrollment of 6,402
that are from 52 to 73.1 percent minority
segregated.

In the majority white schools, there are
five schools with a total enrollment of 2,270
of which 1,789 are white, 357 are Negro, 122
are Spanish American, and two are from
other minority groups. The 357 Negro stu-
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dents attending majority white schools rep-
resent 3.2 percent of the total Negro en-
rollment, and the 1,789 white students at-
tending majority white schools represent 36.7
percent of the total white enrollment, with
the balance attending majority black schools.

In New Jersey there are a number of
smaller cities or towns which have a pre-
dominantly white population but have one
or two schools that are 90- to 100-percent
Negro. For example, the school district of
the township of Union, N.J., has a total pub-
lic school student population of 8,719, of
which 7,718 or 88.5 percent are white and
986 or 11.3 percent are Negro students, yet
there is one public school of 380 students
which is 94.9-percent Negro. It is my under-
standing that this is the only school district
in New Jersey in which the Department of
HEW has conducted a thorough survey and
negotiated desegregation, and I think this
may demonstrate the timidity with which
HEW has approached the business of de-
segregating schools In the North. It is my
further understanding that there were in-
dications of gerrymandering in this dis-
trict but the HEW, after over a year's in-
vestigation and negotiation, gave the school
district permission to desegregate in two
steps over a 2-year period.

I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Record information relative to New
Jersey.

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Dec. 3, 1969]
SEGREGATION IN THE SCHOOLS OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Stenwis. Mr. President, according to
the 1968-69 HEW school survey, Pennsylva-
nia has a total of 2,120,870 students enrolled
in the elementary and secondary schools, Of
this total, 1,841,846—or 86.5 percent—are
white, 265,019—or 124 percent—are Negro,
11,635—or 0.5 percent—are Spanish-speaking
Americans, and the balance of 2,370—or 0.1
percent—are made up of American Indians
and Orientals.

The racial data contained in the HEW’'s
IBM run reflects that there are 11 cities or
townships in Pennsylvania which have one
or more schools where Negro students make
up 80 percent or more of the school’s total
enroliment. However, in these 11 school dis-
tricts are enrclled 83.1 percent of the total
Negro students in the State of Pennsylva-
nia, and in these 11 school districts there are
1756 schools where the Negro student en-
rollment is between 80 percent and 100 per-
cent of the total enrollment. There are 156,-
129 Negro students, or 568.8 percent of all
Negro students in the State of Pennsylvania,
in these 175 schools, There are 135,194, or 51
percent of all Negro students in the State of
Pennsylvania in 145 schools that are 90 per-
cent to 100 percent segregated. There are
114,328, or 43.1 percent of Pennsylvania's
total Negro student enrollment in 115 schools
that are 85 percent to 100 percent segregated,
and there are 89,867, or 33.9 percent of Penn-
sylvania's total Negro student enrollment, in
96 schools that are 99 percent and 100 per-
cent segregated.

Philadelphia, of course, is the largest city
in Pennsylvania and it has a total public
school enrollment of 282,617, of which 109,-
512—or 38.7 percent—are white students,
166,083—or b58.8 percent—are Negro, and
7,022—or 2.6 percent—are Spanish Ameri-
cans. There are no other minority group stu-
dents.

Philadelphia has nine schools with a total
enrollment of 7,206 that are 100 percent
Negro. It has another 57 schools, with a total
enrollment of 68,402, that are 99 percent
to 99.9 percent Negro segregated. It has 26
schools, with a total enrollment of 26,333,
that are 95 percent to 989 percent Negro
segregated and another 17 schools, with a
total enrollment of 14,671, that are 90 percent
to 95 percent Negro segregated. In other
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words, there are 109 schools in Philadelphia
with a total enrollment of 116,512, that are
00 percent to 100 percent Negro segregated.

There are another 23 schools, with a total
enrollment of 20,228 that are 80 percent to 950
percent Negro segregated and another 36
schools, with a total enrollment of 37,994,
that are 50 percent to 80 percent Negro ma-
jority. There are 151,193 Negro students—or
91 percent of the total Negro student enroll-
ment Iin Philadelphia—attending majority
black schools, There are 19,174—or 17.5 per-
cent of the total—white students attending
these majority Negro schools.

With respect to the white majority schools,
of the total white student enrollment of 109,-
512, there are six schools with a total enroll-
ment of 4,062 that are 100 percent white.
There are 14 schools with a total enrollment
of 19,596 that are 99 percent white, and there
are 16 schools with a total enrollment of
17,828 students that are 95 percent to 989
percent white. There are 20 schools with a
total enrollment of 26,942 that are 81.8 per-
cent to 93.6 percent white, and another 43
schools with a total enrollment of 39,460
that are 50 percent to 80 percent white. In
summary, 89,635, or 81 percent of the total
white enrollment in Philadelphia, are attend-
ing majority white schools, and 18.3 percent
of the white students are attending majority
black schools; 16,718 Negro students, or ap-
proximately 10 percent of the total N
enrollment in Philadelphia, attend majority
white schools, and 90 percent attend major-
ity black schools.

In Pittsburgh, there is a total public school
enrollment of 76,268 in 113 schools, of which
46,005—60.3 percent—are white, 29,808—
39.2 percent—are Negro, and 365—0.5 per-
cent—are from other minority groups.

In the black majority schools, there are
five schools with a total enrollment of 2,932
that are 100 percent Negro. There are eight
schools with a total enrollment of 8,693 that
are 99.9 percent to 99.5 percent Negro segre-
gated. There are 6 schools with a total enroll-
ment of 4,387 that are 90.8 percent to 974
percent Negro segregated. In other words, &
total of 16,012—or 53.7 percent—of the total
Negro student enrollment in Pittsburgh are
attending schools that are 90 percent to 100
percent segregated. There are four schools
with a total enrollment of 2,608 that are be-
tween BO percent and 90 percent Negro segre-
gated and another 11 schools with a total
enrollment of 8977 that are 50 percent to
80 percent Negro majority.

Of the 46,006 whifte students in Pitts-
burgh, 4,018—or 8.7 percent—are enrolled
in majority Negro schools.

In the majority white schools, there are
12 schools with a total enrollment of 5,711
that are 99 percent and 100 percent white.
Another 17 schodls with a total enrollment
of 8,415 are 95 percent to 88.6 percent white,
and another 10 schools with a total enroll-
ment of 9,228 that are 90 percent to 95 per-
cent white. Accordingly, there are 39 schools
that are 90 percent to 100 percent white and
have enrolled 48.7 percent of the total white
student enrollment of Pittsburgh. There are
another 17 schools with a total enrollment
of 13,883 that are 80 percent to 90 percent
white, and another 11 schools with a total
enrollment of 11,347 that are 50 percent to
80 percent white majority.

There are 6,373, or 21 percent, of the total
Negro student enrollment in Pittsburgh who
attend these majority white schools, and 79
percent attend majority black schools.

As previously indicated, there are numerous
other citles and school districts in Penn-
sylvania which have highly segregated Negro
schools, including the State capital, Harris-
burg, which, in 19 schools has a total student
enrollment according to HEW's 1968-69
school survey, of 13,491, of which 50 percent
are Negro and 49.4 percent are white—yet,
nearly 50 percent of the total Negro student
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enrollment is in five schools that are 86.3 per-
cent to 97.7 percent Negro majority, and 17.3
percent of the total white student enrollment
attend majority black schools. However, in
the Interest of time, I shall only comment on
one other small school district—Penn Hills
Township, Pa., because it 1s the only school
distriet in the State of Pennsylvania where
HEW has seen fit to take any action and is
one of only six school districts in the north
and west where HEW has sent out letters of
noncompliance with the Civil Rights Act of
1964,

Penn Hills, according to the 1968-69 HEW
school survey, has in 16 public schools a total
enrollment of 14,128, of which 13,237 or 93.9
percent are white students, and 809 or 5.7
percent, are Negro, with 45, or 0.3 percent,
consisting of other minority groups. Yet, with
only a Negro enrollment of 5.7 percent in the
school district, Penn Hills had one 100 per-
cent Negro school. It is my understanding
that, upon a complaint, HEW made an in-
vestigation of this district and found that the
100 percent Negro school was being main-
tained in a relatively rural area and 85 per-
cent of the student body was being bused.
After the investigation and negotiations with
the school district officials, it is understood
that an agreement was worked out where
this school would be desegregated in two
steps over a period of 2 years. According to the
HEW'’s IBM data on the 1968-69 school survey,
it is indicated that there were 246 of the 809
Negro students still attending this 100 per-
cent Negro school, and this represents ap-
proximately one-half of the original enroll-
ment which was in the first step of
desegregation.

The next school listed in the IBM data is
91.4 percent white, or 8.6 percent Negro, and
the other schools have even fewer Negroes,
down to 100 percent white schools.

I think this is important as an example
that HEW was not concerning itself with the
Philadelphia or the Pittsburghs, where the
real problem of segregation is, but with an
isolated township having less than 1,000 Ne-
gro students, representing only 5.7 percent of
the township’s publie school enrollment.

I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp information relating to
Pennsylvania,

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Dec. 6, 1960]

SEGREGATION IN THE ScHoOL DISTRICTS
oF ILLIiNOIS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, according to
the 1968-69 HEW school survey, Illinols had
a total of 1920984 students In the ele-
mentary and secondary public schools. Of
this total, 1,448,168—or T3.3 percent—were
white students; 398,257—or 20.7 percent were
Negro; and the remaining 4 percent—in-
cluding 3.4 percent Spanish-speaking Ameri-
cans—were students from other minority
groups,

The HEW's IBM racial data on the 1968-
69 school survey reflects that there are 25
cities, or school districts, in Illinois having
one or more schools where Negro students
make up over 80 percent of the school en-
rollment. However, in these 25 cities, or
school districts, there are 364,804 Negro stu-
dents, or 91.6 percent of all the 398,257 Negro
students enrolled in public schools in
Illinois.

The extent to which the Negro students
in these public schools are segregated is indi-
cated by the fact that in these 25 school dis-
tricts there are 331,131—or 83.6 percent—of
the total Negro enrollment in Illinois public
schools enrolled in 322 schools that are 80
to 100 percent Negro and, of this group,
there are 319,504, or 80.2 percent of the total
Negro enrollment in the State in 279 schools
that are 90 to 100 percent Negro segregated.
What is more, 303,406 of these Negro stu-
dents, or 76.2 percent of the total Negro en-
rollment in the State are in 284 schools, in 21
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cities, that are 85 to 100 percent segregated,
and there are 265,812 of these Negro students,
or 66.7T percent—two-thirds—of all the Ne-
gro students In the public schools of Illinois
in 246 schools, in 14 cities or districts, that
are 99 and 100 percent Negro segregated.

On previous occasions I have talked about
raclal segregation in Chicago, where 248,677,
or 80.6 percent, of its 308,266 Negro student
enrollment are attending schools which are
99 and 100 percent Negro, and where 90 per-
cent of the total Negro enrollment of the
city are in schools between 80 and 100 per-
cent Negro—but you can take almost any
one of the 25 citles or school districts in I-
linois which contaln 91.6 percent of all the
Negro students in the State and, whether
the particular school district has a 10-per-
cent Negro enrollment, a 16-percent Negro
enrollment, an 18-percent Negro enrollment,
a 9-percent Negro enrollment, or a consider-
ably higher Negro enrollment, you will find
all-Negro schools or schools that are nearly
all Negro—and this means, and the HEW’s
IBM data on these schools will show, that
at the opposite end there is just as much
segregation of the white students.

For example, in Chicago, where the white-
student enrollment is 219,478, or 37.7 percent
of the total, and the Negro-student enroll-
ment is 309,260, or 52.9 percent of the total,
only 9,628, or 4.4 percent of the Negro stu-
dents go to majority white schools and only
25,128, or 11.4 percent of the white students
attend schools that have a minority group
enrollment of over 50 percent.

In Maywood, Ill., which has a total public
school enrollment of 6,396, 48.1 percent of
which is white and 44.7 percent of which is
Negro, 65.8 percent of the Negro students are
in two schools which are between 99 and 100
percent Negro.

In the distriet of Blue Island, Ill., which
has a total enrollment of 6,587, of which 81.8
percent are white students and 16.3 percent
are Negro, there is one school with an en-
rollment of 613, or 57 percent of the total
Negro enrollment in the district, which is
100 percent Negro.

Blue Island District No. 130, with a total
enrollment of 3,579, 81 percent of which is
white and 10.5 percent of which is Negro, has
one school comprised of 57.3 percent of the
total Negro enrollment that is 100 percent
Negro.

Harvey, Ill.,, District No. 152 has a total
public school enrollment of 3,673, which is
74.25 percent white and 24.6 percent Negro,
but it has one school comprised of 48.6 per-
cent of the total Negro enrollment which
18 100 percent Negro segregated. There are
only 241, or 9.1 percent, of the white students
attending major Negro schools, and only
166, or 18.8 percent of the total Negro stu-
dents attending majority white schools.

In EKankakee public schools, where the
Negro enrollment is 19.4 percent of the total,
36.9 percent of the Negro students are in
one school which is 97.1 percent Negro segre-
gated.

I bring these figures to the attention of
the Senate to show illustrations of the fact
that the enforcement of the integration de-
mand of HEW is not a national pattern.
These facts show the pattern applies al-
most exclusively to the Southern States with
virtual immunity granted to all other States
regardless of rank segregation in many areas
of these favored States. Additional figures
will be supplied later.

I ask unanimous consent to have the in-
formation relating to Illinois printed in the
RECORD.

[From the CoONGRESSIONAL Recorp, Dec. 9,
1969]

SEGREGATION IN THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS OF
NeEw YorRK

Mr. STeNNIs. Mr, President, according to

the 1968-60 HEW school survey, there was

a total of 3,364,090 students in the elemen-
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tary and secondary public schools of New
York. Of this total, 2,601,708, or 77.3 percent
of the total enrollment, were white; 473,263,
or 14 percent, were Negro students; 263,799,
or 7.8 percent were Spanish-speaking Amer-
icans; 19,620, or 0.6 percent, were classified
as orientals; and 5,710, or 0.1 percent were
American Indians,

The HEW's IBM data reflects that there are
17 school districts in the State of New York
with at least one school with a minority
group enrollment of over 80 percent. However,
in 14 of these cities, or school districts, there
is an aggregate Negro enrollment of 403,127,
or 852 percent of the total State Negro
student enrollment in the New York City
schools alone.

Let us take a look at New York City. It
has a total enrollment of 1,363,067, of which
467,365, or 43.9 percent, are white, 334,841,
or 315 percent, are Negro, 244,302, or 23
percent, are Spanish-speaking Americans,
15,673, or 1.5 percent, are classified as ori-
ental, and 1,526, or 0.1 percent, are American
Indian students.

In New York City, there are 118 schools
which are 89 and 100 percent minority group
segregated, which have a Negro enrollment
of 89,957, or 19 percent of the city's total
Negro student enrollment. There are 207
schools having a Negro student enrollment
of 146,676—43.7T percent of the city's total
Negro enrollment—that are 95 to 100 percent
minority group segregated. There are 269
schools with an aggregate Negro enrollment
of 173,791—or 51.9 percent of the city’s total
Negro enrollment—in schools that are 90 to
100 percent minority group segregated. There
are 322 schools with a total Negro enroliment
of 201,462—or 60.1 percent of the city’s total
Negro enrollment—where the minority group
enrollment is 80 to 100 percent. There are
18,865 white students—or 4 percent of the
city’s total white student enroliment—at-
tending these 322 schools that are 80 to 100
percent minority group segregated. There
are 82,794 white students—or 17,7 percent of
the total white student enrollment—attend-
ing 50 to 100 percent minority schools.

Now let us look at the white majority
schools. There are 211 schools which are
80 to 100 percent white, which are at-
tended by 17,994 Negro students—or 5.3
percent of the city's total Negro student
enrollment. In all, there are 393 majority
white schools in New York City, and 65,-
490 Negro students—or 19.5 percent of the
city's total Negro enrollment—attend these
majority white schools.

In the public schools of the city of Buf-
falo there is a highly segregated Negro
minority. Buffalo has a total enrollment
of 72,115, in 101 schools, of which 43,-
942—or 60.9 percent—are white, 26,381—
or 36.6 percent—are Negro, and 1,792—or 2.5
percent—are from other minority groups.

In the Negro majority schools, there are
16 schools with a total of 11,562 Negro
students, which 1s 43.8 percent of the total
Negro enrollment in Buffalo public schools,
which are 99 and 100 percent Negro. There
are 21 schools, with 66,122 Negro students—
or 61.8 percent of the city’s total Negro
student enrollment-—that are 85 to 100 per-
cent Negro segregated. 19,268—or 73 percent
of the city's total Negro students—attend
majority Negro schools, and 27 percent at-
tend majority white schools.

1,821, or 4.1 percent of the total white
student enrollment of Buffalo, attend ma-
Jority Negro schools, and 95.9 percent of the
white students attend majority white
schools.

There are a number of other interesting
city school districts in New York State. For
example, there is Rochester, which has a
Negro student enrollment of 13,679, which
is 289 percent of the total public school
enrollment of the city, where there are six
schools that are 90 to 100 percent Negro
segregated.




February 18, 1970

In Utica, which has a Negro enrollment
of only 11.8 percent, has one school that
is 93.6 percent Negro.

Newburgh, N.Y.,, where the Negro stu-
dent enrollment is only 23 percent of the
total school enrollment of the city, has two
schools which are 99 percent and above
Negro segregated.

Monticello, N.Y., with only a 17.3 percent
Negro student enrollment, has one school
that is 100 percent Negro.

These facts and figures are presented for
future consideration by the Senate of a
national policy regarding integration of the
races in the public schools of the State.

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Dec. 11, 1969]
SEGREGATION IN THE ScHooL DISTRICTS OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, California, ac-
cording to the HEW's IBM statistics based on
the 1968 national school survey, has 4,284,-
304 students in elementary and secondary
schools. Of these, 3,172,686, or 74.1 percent,
are white; 613,074, or 14.3 percent, are Span-
ish American; 382,625, or 8.9 percent, are
Negro students; 103,547, or 2.4 percent, are
classified as Orientals; and 12,472, or 0.3 per-
cent, are American Indians.

This is the first State on which I have
presented HEW’s IBM data where there are
two minority groups—Spanish Americans and
Negroes—which appear in numerous school
districts throughout the State that have one
or more schools with minority group enroll-
ment of 80 percent or above.

There are 57 cities, or school districts, in
the State of California which have one or
more schools with minority group student
enrollment of 80 percent or above. Some are
relatively small districts, and others involve
large cities. In these 57 school districts, there
are 413 schools where the minority group
enrollment is 80 percent or above.

There are 19 of these 57 districts where the
schools having from 80 to 100 percent minor-
ity enrollment are predominantly Negro and
26 districts where schools which exceed 80
percent minority enrollment are predomi-
nantly Spanish American. There are only 12
districts of the 57 where there is a substantial
percentage of both Negroes and Spanish
Americans in the schools with 30 percent and
above minority group enrollment.

However, whether these districts have
been following the concept of neighborhood
schools; whether they have vestiges of a dual
system, whether they have been gerryman-
dered; or whether the composition of the
racial makeup is entirely accldental—there
are a great many of them that are highly
segregated.

Of the 382,525 Negro students in California,
8.9 percent of total enrollment; 321,383, or
84,56 percent of total Negro enrollment, are
in 57 school distriects which have one or
more schools with a minority enrollment of
80 percent or above, and 239,009, or 62.5 per-
cent of all Negro students in California, are
actually in schools in these 57 districts that
are 80 percent to 100 percent minority segre-
gated; 321,383, or 52.4 percent, of the total
Spanish American enrollment In the State of
California are in these same 57 school dis-
tricts that have one or more schools with
& total minority enrollment of 80 percent or
above, However, only 120,595, or 19.6 percent,
of the total State enrollment of Spanish
Americans, are actually in schools that are
80 percent to 100 percent minority segre-
gated.

Let us analyze Los Angeles, the largest city
in California, where the numbers of Spanish
Americans and Negroes are about equal.

According to HEW's IBM data for 1968,
there was a total enrollment of 653,540
students in 591 schools. The total white
student enrollment was 350,909, or 53.7 per-
cent of total enrollment, and there were
147,738 Negro students, or 22.6 percent of
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the total; 130,450, or 20 percent, Spanish-
American students; and a total of other
minorities of 24,452, or 3.8 percent.

There are 22 schools with total enrollment
of 23,493 which are 100 percent minority
segregated. In these 22 schools there are
22.717 Negroes, or 15.83 percent of the city’s
total Negro enrollment; 737, or 0.5 percent
of the total Spanish American enrollment;
36 students of other minoritles; and two
white students.

There are 48 schools with a total enroll-
ment of 65,877, which are 99 percent to 99.9
percent minority segregated; 54,330 Negro
students, or 36.7 percent of the city's total
Negro student enrollment, attend these 48
schools along with 10,621 Spanish-American
students, 7.9 percent of the city's total Span-
ish-American enrollment; 831, or 3.6 percent
of the city's total of other minority group
students; and 345 white students, or 0.098
percent of the city's total white student en-
rollment. There are another 26 schools with
a total enrollment of 34,725, which are 98
percent to 98.9 percent minority segregated.
This enrollment consists of 23,995 Negro stu-
dents, or 16.2 percent of the city’'s total Negro
enrollment! 9,160 Spanish-American stu-
dents, or 7 percent of the city's total Span-
ish-American enrollment; 1,048 students of
other minority groups, or 4.2 percent of the
city's total of other minority group en-
rollment; and 511 white students, or 0.1
percent of the city’s total white student en-
rollment.

To recap, there are 96 schools in Los An-
geles where the minority enrollment is 98
percent to 100 percent of the total enroll-
ment in these schools—124,085—which is
19 percent of the total enrollment of all the
city's schools. In these 96 schools that are
98 percent to 100 percent minority segre-
gated, there are 101,043 Negro students, or
68 percent of all Negro students enrolled in
the city's schools; 20,228, or 15.56 percent, of
the city’s total enrollment of Spanish-Amer-
ican students; 1,965 students of other mi-
nority groups, or 8.3 percent of the total en-
rollment of students of other minority
groups; and 860 white students, or 0.2 per-
cent of the city's total white student en-
rollment.

There are another 54 schools with an en-
rollment of 62,604, which are 90 percent to
98 percent minority segregated, and which
are attended by: 21,6368 Negro students; or
14.6 percent of the city's total Negro student
enrollment; 26 percent of the city's total
Spanish American enrollment; 16.6 percent
of the city's total enrollment of other mi-
nority group students; and 0.8 percent of
the city’s total white enrollment. In other
words, there are 150 schools that are 80 per-
cent to 100 percent minority segregated,
where 122,678 Negroes, or 83 percent of the
city’'s total Negro enrollment, attend. There
are another 29 schools with 80 percent to 80
percent minority enrollment, where the to-
tal enrollment of 29,433 is made up of 7,504
Negroes, 14,871 Spanish Americans, 2,572
students of other minority groups, and 4,396
white students.

To recap, there are 179 schools in Los An-
geles that are 80 percent to 100 percent mi-
nority segregated, with an aggregate enroll-
ment of 216,132, or 33 percent of the city's
total enrollment, composed of 130,272 Negro
students, or B8.1 percent of the city's total
Negro enrollment; 9,088, or 52.9 percent, of
the city's total Spanish American enroll-
ment; 8,608 students of other minority
groups or 35 percent of the city’s total en-
rollment of other minority groups, and 8,164
white students, or 2.3 percent of the city's
total white student enrollment.

Of the city's total white student enroll-
ment, only 27,037, or 7.7 percent of the city's
total white enrollment, are attending schools
that have 50 percent to 100 percent minor-
ity student enrollment, The total Spanish
American students in the 50 percent to 100
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percent minority student enrollment schools
is 87,750, or 67.2 percent of the city's total
Spanish American enrollment, and 69.088 of
these are in schools from B0 percent to 100
percent minority segregated, and 18,662 are
in schools where the minority enrollment is
50 percent to 80 percent.

In taking a look at the white majority
schools, there are 77 such schools that have
no Negroes at all enrolled and another 82
which have either one or two Negroes en-
rolled in each school.

A similar analysis could be made in any
number of other school districts in Califor-
nia. For example:

In Oakland, which has a total enrollment
of 64,105, 30.9 percent of which are white;
8.2 percent are Spanish American; and 55.2
percent, or 35388, are Negro, there are 39
schools with 27,292 Negro students, or T7.1
percent of the city’s total Negro student en-
rollment, which are minority segregated be-
tween 80 and 100 percent. Three of these
schools are 100-percent minority segregated;
10 are from 99- to 99.7-percent minority; 16
are 90- to 99-percent minority; and 10 are
80- to 90-percent minority segregated.

In Fresno, where the Negro student en-
rollment of 5,251 is only 9 percent of the
city's total enrollment, 4,023 or T76.6 per-
cent, of the clty's total Negro enrollment are
in eight schools along with 1,261 Spanish
Americans, that are 93.9- to 100-percent mi-
nority segregated.

San Francisco, with a total school enroll-
ment of 94,154, of which 41.2 percent are
white; 27.5 percent are Negro; 18.1 percent
are oriental; and 13 percent are Spanish
American, has seven schools where the Negro
enrollment is 99 to 100 percent, and 29
schools where the minority enrollment is 90
to 100 percent.

Richmond, Calif., which has a total enroll-
ment of 43,123, of which 67.6 percent are
white; 24.2 percent are Negro; 5.2 percent are
Spanish American; and 2.9 percent are orl-
ental, and 0.1 percent are American Indians,
has five schools with a total enrollment of
3,856, which are attended by 3,627 Negroes,
or 34.8 percent of the city's total Negro en-
rollment, and which are 95- to 100-percent
minority segregated.

NEws RELEASE OF CONGRESSMAN WiLLiam L.
DIcKINSON, AUGUSsT 23, 1969

WasHiNGTON, D.C.—Congressman William
L. (Bill) Dickinson, (R., Ala.) announced
today that he has written letters to Attorney
General John N. Mitchell and Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare Robert H.
Finch demanding realistic treatment in
Alabama's Public Education System.

In letters to Finch and Mitchell,
gressman Dickinson protested:

“The social engineers In Washington—
who intend to supplant local school officials
in Alabama—are not aware of the serious-
ness of the situation. Social planners with
little or no experience in education are at-
tempting to substitute their judgment for
that of our professional educators—and the
experiment is not working!"

“I appeal to you—indeed, I demand—that
you approach this problem realistically and
that you so Instruct your staff attorneys
who are so wont to blindly join in any legal
action agalnst established public educa-
tlon—no matter how drastic.

“Extreme (and possibly irreversible) harm
Is being done to public education in Alabama
as the result of harsh and unrealistic fed-
eral court decrees. In the state as a whole,
millions of dollars’ worth of public school
buildings have been ordered closed by the
courts. In some cases, the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare has sug-
gested—and the courts have accepted—plans
whereby school children are transported
many miles merely to achleve racial inte-
gration,

“We are not asking for favored treat-

Con-
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ment—we are asking that the United States
Government apply the same yardstick
Alabama as is applied in other states. We
expect—and have every reason to believe
we are entitled to—reasonable treatment b~
all branches of government, including the
federal judiciary.”

WasHINGTON, D.C., August 19, 1969.
Hon. ROBERT FINCH,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, SECRETARY: At this time, about
two weeks before the scheduled beginning
of the public school year, I feel constrained
to bring to your attention a very disturbing
situation which exists in many parts of Ala-
bama—the fate of our public educational
institutions. As you will recall, during a re-
cent conference, the members of the Ala-
bama congressional delegation attempted to
convey to you their concern over the dilem-
ma facing public education in our state.

Extreme (and possibly irreversible) harm
is being done to public education In Ala-
bama as the result of harsh and unrealistic
federal court decrees. In the state as a whole,
millions of dollars’ worth of public school
buildings have heen ordered closed by the
courts, In some cases, the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare has sug-
gested—and the courts have accepted—plans
whereby school children are transported
many miles merely to achieve racial integra-
tion. In other cases, the courts have ordered
school systems to establish arbitrary col-
ored-to-white ratios for both students and
faculties. A good example of this type of
action is a recent order directing the Mont-
gomery County Board of Education to mod-
ify its desegregation plan to include a 20
percent minority pupll ratio and a 30 per-
cent minority faculty ratio in all schools.

The Escambia County Board of Education
is under federal court order to bus many of
its pupils up to 70 miles each day round
trip. The Board has been further ordered to
close a junior high school—not over three
or four years old—indisputably a gross waste
of taxpayer money for a soclal experiment.
Parents with children in the Escambia
County school system have advised me that
they will refuse to allow their children to
be transported 70 miles a day—they will
withhold their children from public school
(supported by their taxes) before they will
allow this to happen.

Mr. Secretary, I do not believe the social
engineers in Washington—who intend to
supplant loecal school officials in Alabama—
are aware of the seriousness of the situation.
Social planners with little or no experience
in education are attempting to substitute
their judgement for that of our professional
educators—and the experiment is not work-
ing!

I appeal to you—indeed, I demand—that
you approach this problem realistically and
that you so instruct your staff attorneys who
are so wont to blindly join in any legal ac-
tlon against established public education—
no matter how drastic.

Mr. Secretary, the people cf Alabama are
good, law-abiding citizens. They have made
every effort to comply with what they
thought was the law of the land—the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. But they are bewlildered
when they read in the same Act that “ ‘De-
segregation’ means the assignment of stu-
dents to public schools and within such
schools without regard to their race, color,
religion or national origin, but ‘desegrega-
tion' shall not mean the assignment of stu-
dents to public schools in order to overcome
racial imbalance.”

We are not asking for favored treatment—
we are asking that the United States Gov-
ernment apply the same yardstick to Ala-
bama as is applied to other states. We ex-
pect—and we have every reason to believe
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we are entitled to—reasonable treatment by
all branches of government, including the
federal judiciary.

I hope you will carefully look into this
sltuation and give me the benefit of von
comments,

Sincerely yours,
Wirriam L, DICKINSON

WEEKLY NEWS COLUMN OF CONGRESSMAN
WiLLiaM L. DickinsonN oF OcTOBER 22, 1969

WasHiNGTON, D.C—Since the passage of
the Clvil Rights Act of 1964 and the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 18865,
Alabama schools have been the target of
harassment and intimldation by Federal offi-
clals. Every public school system in Ala-
bama is currently operating, with the threat
of contempt citation, under one type of Fed-
eral court order or another. The latest blue-
prints of HEW and the Justice Department
for Alabama’s schools—calling for extensive
busing and student-faculty balances—are
perfect examples of the type of situation.

As you know, the Justice Department and
the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare have requested, and the Federal
Courts have ordered, extensive busing of Ala-
bama students solely to achieve a particular
level of integration—not desegregation.

In addition, the courts have ordered mil-
lions of dollars of school bulldings clesed by
the State of Alabama for the sole purpose of
achieving integration. In other instances, the
courts have ordered entire grades shifted
from one schocl to another. The situation is
intolerable. The closing of some schools and
the shifting of many students have im-
posed upon our children the most miserable
conditions due to over-crowding.

I contend that busing to achieve integra-
tion is contrary to laws already on the stat-
ute books., Title IV of the 1964 Civil Rights
Act states: *“Desegregation does not mean
assignment of students to schools in order
to overcome racial imbalance and nothing
in the title shall authorize a court or any
official to order the transportation of stu-
dents from one school district to another in
order to achieve racial balance.”

In addition, Vice President Agnew told the
Southern Governors’ Conference that he op-
posed busing puplls solely to achieve racial
balance in schools. Agnew was volcing the
Nixon Administration’s policy on busing
when he further stated: “This administra-
tion favors integration but not mandatory,
artificially contrived soclal acceptance.”

HEW theorists are more interested in so-
ciological considerations than they are In
the education of our children. It appears
that our social engineers are bent upon de-
stroying, rather than assisting, public educa-
tion—not only in Alabama, but throughout
the country. I pray that this mess can be rec-
tified before education of our youth is com-
pletely destroyed.

WEEKLY NEWs CoLUMN OF CONGRESSMAN

WiLrtam L. DICKINSON, OCTOBER 29, 1969

WasHiNgTON, D.C.—President Nixon re-
cently sald, “It’s never been the policy of the
Administration to impose busing as a way to
achieve racial balance.” In his 1968 election
campaign, he criticized busing as a “forced
integration rather than putting emphasis on
education.” (U.S. News & World Report, Oc-
tober 13, 1969.)

Actually, President Nixon, in campalgning
for the presidency, espoused the freedom of
choice system. I believe this system should be
America’s answer to correct the destruction
of neighborhood schools resulting from forced
busing. Under freedom of choice, parents
select the school they want their children to
attend.

It is dificult for me to understand how any
fair-minded citizen can offer valid objection
to freedom of choice, for it leaves decisions
regarding schools to parents and excludes all
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compulsory elements in decision-making, The
ideologists of racial balance detest freedom
of choice. They want to force parents and
children to conform to specific sociological
patterns and formulas, irrespective of par-
ents’ wishes. HEW theorists do not seem to
realize that our children are individuals with
individual needs, not computerized punch
cards or government statistics.

If government officials want to promote ed-
ucation, they will promote the freedom of
cholice concept. For a child does best where
he i1s happlest, and he will be happiest in a
school setting that is in accord with his
environment at home and family circle.

While the Civil Rights Commission may
try to force the Nixon Administration to
apply more pressure on the schools, public
prezsure, by black and white alike, is grow-
ing in the other direction. Parents through-
out the mnation are deeply disturbed at
HEW's unsound and Irresponsible efforts to
impose sociological formulas on schools that
hinder classroom work and slow the stu-
dent's progress in learning.

A recent U.S. News nationwide survey
points to a new trend. According to that
survey: “Among civil rights leaders, edu-
cators and Negroes themselves, doubts are
growing about the value of busing, either as
a method of integration or as a method of
improving education.”

President Nixon, if he realistically exam-
ines the school sltuation and abides by his
1968 campaign promises, will give renewed
emphasis to freedom of choice.

WEEKLY NEws COLUMN OF CONGRESSMAN
WriLriaym L. DicRINSON, JANUARY 28, 1970

WasHINGTON, D.C.—The Supreme Court in
its 1954 declsion ruled that students have a
right to a quality education regardless of
race, creed, or color. Now the courts seem to
say that regardless of your race, creed, or
color quality education is out—a goal of the
past!

Extreme, and yes, irreversible damage Is
being done to public education in Alabama
as a result of harsh and unrealistic court
decrees. In the state as a whole, millions of
dollars’ worth of public school buildings have
been forced to close by the courts. In nearly
every school system in the South, the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare
has suggested through their guidelines—and
the courts have ordered—that school systems
establish arbitrary black to white ratios for
both students and faculty. HEW's is playing
a stupid game of statistics with the courts
stepping in as the game’s officlals.

How are the soclal engineers of HEW and
the courts implementing their “Great Plan™
to achieve the “desired” ratio? They are
busing our children many miles each school
day. They claim it is In the interest of “qual-
ity education”. Busing may be a way to
achieve integration but it can not improve
education. Busing can only destroy public
education!

I contend that busing to achleve integra-
tlon s contrary to laws already on the
statute books. Title IV of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act states: “Desegregation does not
mean assignment of students to schools in
order to overcome racial imbalance and
nothing in the title shall authorize a court
or any cfficial to order the transportation of
students from one school district to another
in order to achieve racial balance.”

HEW theorists are more interested in so-
ciological considerations than they are in the
education of our children. It appears that
HEW and the courts are bent upon destroy-
ing, rather than assisting, public educa-
tion—especially in the South. We are not
asking for favored treatment—we are ask-
ing that the United States Government ap-
ply the same yardstick to Alabama as is ap-
plied in all the states. We expect—and have
every reason to belleve that we are entitled
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to—reasonable treatment by all branches of
the government, including HEW and the fed-
eral judiclary.

If President Nixon realistically examines
the school situation in the South and abides
by his 1968 campaign promises, perhaps
these unfair practices applied only to the
South with an equal degree of discrimination
will be stopped.

WEeEEELY NeEwWs CoLUMN OF CONGRESSMAN

Wirriam L, DickinsoN, FEBRUARY 4, 1870

WasHINGTON, D.C.—Since the enactment of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the federal govern-
ment has given primary emphasis to en-
forcing its school desegregation edicts in the
Southern states while virtually ignoring the
rest of the nation. This double-standard
comes as no surprise to the people of the
South! Unfortunately, it is typical of the
punitive laws we’ve been forced to swallow
since the 14th Amendment was added to the
Constitution 100 years ago.

Nevertheless, the old adage that “what
good for the goose is good for the gander” just
might finally be coming to pass, It's in the
form of pressure being applied on the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare by
many of us to start investigating the school
situation in states outside the South. In
other words, we want HEW to start looking
northward where for years well-meaning citi-
zens, I am sure, have lived smugly in condi-
tions of total racial segregation while hurling
bolts of self-righteous criticlsm at their
Southern neighbors who, quite frankly, lived
in a more integrated society.

We think we've got a good argument. Ac-
cording to statistics provided by, of all places,
HEW, 90 percent of all Negro school children
outside the South are concentrated in eight
heavily populated states and the District of
Columbia, where they attend predominantly
Negro schools in city school districts.

This is called “racial isolation”™ by the

HEW ‘“experts”, and it simply means that

black and white students attend separate
schools through social or economle eircum-
stance, such as housing or income differences.
In other words, raclal segregation Northern
style! But this hypocrisy may soon be com-
ing to an end. In fact, it 1s reported that
over 500 Northern school districts have been
targeted as possible problem areas for fu-
ture HEW investigations.

Of course, as any school administrator and
parent in the country will say, the best
method of achieving school desegregation—
North and South—in line with the 1964 Civil
Rights Act iz by freedom of cholce. But the
bureaucrats in HEW abhor the idea of free-
dom of choice.

Nothing could be falrer than freedom of
cholce, for that is just what it is. It is the
freedom of every school child, black or white,
to choose the school of his or her choice,
rather than have the government compel him
to attend a distant school purely for arbi-

sociological reasons. Even Secretary
Finch should agree with that.
WEEELY NEWs COLUMN oF CONGRESSMAN WiIL-
rram L. DiciNsoN, FEBRUARY 11, 1970

WasHINGTON, D.C—". .. nothing con-
tained herein shall empower any officlal or
court of the United States to lssue any order
seeking to achieve a racial balance in any
school by requiring the transportation of
pupils or students from one school to another
or one school district to another in order to
achieve such racial balance. . . .”

Would you believe that these werds are
on the statute books of the United States
Government? They are there—and they ap-
pear in section 2000(c) (6), Title 42, United
States Code—the law of the land.

Also on the books is the following defini-
tion of desegregation: ‘“desegregation shall
not mean the assignment of students to
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public schools in order to overcome racial
imbalance.”

Both of these provisions are a part of
the Clvil Rights Act of 1964—belleve it or
not—but I am sure many of our educators
will find it hard to believe—in the face of
judicial fiats handed down recently. Neither
can parents whose children have been used
as pawns in the racial balance game under-
stand why the law reads one way and the
courts rule another.

There is no question in my mind that the
school problem is uppermost in the minds
of the people of the Second District. I re-
celve several hundred letters every week, and
more are concerned with schools than with
any other issue—including taxes, inflation,
and the war. Most of my constituents are
bewildered—as I am—over the fact that the
federal courts and the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare will not accept true
freedom of choice plans for our schools.

Alabamians were vehemently opposed to
the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1064,
However, after it was passed, signed and
upheld by the courts as belng constitutional,
Alabama reluctantly accepted it as the law
of the land and, as law-abiding citizens who
iove their country, sought to comply with the
aw.

The Department of HEW promulgated
guidelines for the various school systems to
follow in abolishing segregation of the races
in public schools, and, after considerable
deliberations with HEW, school officials drew
up plans authorizing children to attend the
school of their choice. When HEW recognized
that there were no mass transfers from one
school to another, HEW bureaucrats began
to devise plans to accomplish social changes
freedom of cholce did not bring about and
convinced a few federal judges in 1967 and
1968 to include their new soclal schemes in
court decrees.

The result has been one drastic judicial fiat
after another—calling for massive busing of
children and the assignment of students
and faculties to achieve racial quotas. At the
same time, HEW and the courts turn their
backs on more blatant cases of segregation
of the races in schools in other parts of the
country. We in the South do not want
favored treatment—but we demand to be
treated like other states. After all, our laws
are supposed to be administered equally
throughout the nation. We expect nothing
less!

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the distin-
guished dean of our delegation (Mr.
ANDREWS) .

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gentleman
for bringing to the attention of the House
the frightening situation that exists in
Alabama today. I have personal knowl-
edge of many of the cases that the gen-
tleman is referring to.

As the gentleman knows, I live in a
small town, Union Springs, 40 miles from
Montgomery, where the ratio is 4-to-1
Negro. The school population in that
county is 4 to 1. In my hometown they
forced the board of education to place
several Negro teachers in a formerly all-
white school. I have personal knowledge
of the facts based on the statement given
to me by a Baptist preacher in our town,
that the Negro mathematics teacher
placed there was totally incompetent.
The preacher had a son in that class and
was naturally interested in his son get-
ting a good foundation in mathematics.
The preacher is well trained himself. He
has a Ph. D. degree, and he taught at Jud-

Mr.

3887

son College in Marion. So he has gone
down and is going there every day to the
school to teach mathematics to the class
without pay. The teacher he describes as
being incompetent is sitting in a chair
there trying to learn mathematics. That
is an actual case which I will vouch for
the truthfulness of.

We had a system, as the gentleman
knows, of freedom of choice in Alabama.
I thought it worked well. There is not a
school in my district that is not inte-
grated and very few in Alabama are
segregated.

Most of them are integrated. They
were integrated under the so-called free-
dom of choice plan that our State had
and which has now been declared illegal
and set aside by the bureaucrats in
HEW. Under that system any student,
regardless of his race, was permitted to
attend any school of his choice.

Now, the truth of the matter is that
the degree of integration was smaller
than the bureaucrats thought it should
be and, therefore, they concluded that
because of, maybe, threats or intimida-
tion, the Negro students did not leave
their schools and go to the white schools,
or the white students did not leave their
school and go to the Negro school. But,
nothing could be further from the truta.
The truth of the matter is, as the gentle-
man pointed out, most of the Negro st 1-
dents do not want to leave their schoocls.
They do not want to be bused. They d2
not want to walk to the former all-white
schools.

If the gentleman will recall, the papers
have been full of instances throughout
the South within the last few months
where the Negro students and their par-
ents are rebelling against forced trans-
fer from their old school to the white
school.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. DicKINSON) has ren-
dered a great service in pointing out to
the Members of this House just what is
happening to our school system in Ala-
bama. In my opinion the action of the
Federal courts and the bureaucrats in
HEW are rapidly—rapidly—destroying
the public school system in Alabama.
Not only have they destroyed the quality
of education and are continuing to do
that, they are actually contributing to
the downfall and destruction of our pub-
lic education system.

The gentleman is correct when he says
that private schools are springing up
throughout our State like mushrooms.
They will continue in growth and if this
trend continues we will see the complete
destruction of our public school system.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank
the gentleman for bringing this matter
to the attention of the House.

Mr. DICKINSON., I thank the distin-
guished dean of our Alabama delegation
for his remarks.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DICKINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I welcome this opportunity to
call to the attention of this House, some
of the results of HEW's unreasonable and
dictatorial “guidelines,” as well as the
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results of the Federal court directives, all
occurring since the passage of the 1964
Civil Rights Act.

The problem transcends the question
of integration or segregation, for most
accept the fact that desegregated schools
belong to the past. But what is important
today and for the future is the basic
concept of quality education itself. To
achieve this, the public schools in any
State must have first, the support of the
public. They must be permitted to op-
erate with a minimum of confusion and
disruption in order to provide the best
possible opportunities for each child re-
gardless of race, Stated another way, I
think it is time that the courts and HEW
begin to place the emphasis on education,
and put in second place the question
of integration. For all practical purposes
in most school districts in my State, the
integration is here. But, for a few min-
utes, let us consider what this misguided
direction has produced. x

Under a Federal court order, Bertie
County, N.C., containing a basically rural
population, has resulted in the present
enrollment in the public schools of ap-
proximately 75 percent black and 25
percent white. But, most serious for the
future of the public schools is the fact
that this rural county, with a population
of 24,350, today has three private schools
with an enrollment, I am told, of over
800. Possibly what triggered the creation
of the private schools was that the court
order contained a directive as to the
racial composition of the faculty, regard-
less of qualifications.

Another tragic example is the city of
Greenville, N.C. Located in Greenville
is East Carolina University with an en-
rollment of some 10,000 students. I men-
tion this to substantiate the statement
that this community has been considered
most liberal. Under the “freedom of
choice” plan, the system had made rapid
strides in achieving a high degree of in-
tegration. Yet, for the school yvear 1969-
70, it was not enough; the present ad-
ministration demanded the impossible.
What has happened at different intervals
has been a series of student riots be-
tween blacks and whites, resulting in the
hospitalization of several and the arrest
and conviction of others, the resignation
of the principal sometime in the fall, and
presently, according to the information I
have, the discipline of the school is being
monitored by uniformed police.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and anyone else,
could an acceptable scholastic atmos-
phere possibly exist under these circum-
stances?

Perhaps the most difficult case to un-
derstand involved Washington County,
N.C., again—a basically rural county. In
March 1969, five very articulate, sincere,
black citizens of that county came to my
office and met with three representatives
of HEW in a prearranged conference.
They brought with them a petition con-
taining over 2,000 signatures of black
citizens and also a petition signed by in
excess of 400 black high school students,
all asking for 1 additional year of “free-
dom of choice.” Their reasons were valid.
In spite of a prior existing policy that
where the student enrollment was ex-
ceeded by 50 percent of the black race,
and if they so desired, that additional
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time under “freedom of choice” would be
grant—their request was denied.

In North Carolina there are no statu-
tory provisions for the busing of pupils
living within the corporate limits. Yet,
I am told that another county, not in
my district, was ordered to transfer from
one facility to another complete student
bodies. When told by the local adminis-
trators that no transportation facilities
were available, HEW promptly advised
that “this is your problem, not ours.”
And so, if the public schools of the South
are to survive, somehow the neighbor-
hood concept must not be destroyed. And
indeed, this destruction can be accom-
plished more quickly by busing than by
any other method.

For years in the State of North Caro-
lina, the local schools of both races have
depended on PTA's and other parent or-
ganizations for the support of extracur-
ricular activities such as bands, athletics,
business and science projects, and others.
Sadly enough, this support is rapidly
vanishing.

So, to the new National Committee on
Schools, HEW, and the Federal courts,
I hope that a new dimension can be
brought into being and that the prime
interest be directed to the type educa-
tion that the children of the South in
this Nation are receiving in their prepa-
ration for future life.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I hope that this
will not be interpreted as a racist speech,
for I am confident that these remarks
represent the thinking of the majority of
the people that I represent of all races.
During this past weekend, while visiting

in the district, at least 60 percent of the
conversations in which I engaged ex-
pressed concern on this very subject—
the soul-searching question, “what is

happening to our schools?”

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina for joining in this special
order today.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BLACKBURN) .

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Alabama
and congratulate him for taking this
time to focus public attention upon the
dilemma our schoolchildren are facing
today throughout the country, particu-
larly in our part of the country.

In the final analysis, no broad public
policy can long survive unless it enjoys
the support of the general public.

Tomorrow & number of most distin-
guished, outstanding and public-spirited
citizens from the Atlanta area of Georgia
are coming to Washington at their own
personal expense to visit the Members of
this body and the Members of the other
body. They wish to call to the attention
of the members of the legislative branch
of the Government and members of the
executive branch the extreme hardships
which the present court orders have
placed upon individual families and
schoolchildren in the city of Atlanta. I
would hope the Members of this body
would listen with kind attention to the
plight of the parents and the children
who are being subjected to this form of
social experimentation.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I associate my-
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self with the remarks of the gentleman
from Alabama, and I congratulate him
upon his efforts.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr, WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my distinguished friend in the well, the
gentleman from Alabama, for yielding to
me. First, I want to commend him for
taking this time to try to focus the at-
tention not only of this body but hope-
fully the attention of the people of this
Nation on a most serious problem con-
fronting the educational system in the
Southland—and not only there but soon,
throughout the Nation, in my humble
judgment.

It distresses me, Mr. Speaker, as we
come to this moment, that first it is
necessary to take this time to point out
the problems that we have and, second,
that there is obviously not too much
interest on the part of a number of peo-
ple, primarily those outside the South, as
to the problems that we have.

I hope that the message that the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON)
and others are giving today—I hope that
that message will go well beyond the
walls of this Chamber and will echo
throughout the country because, as you
so well pointed out, the problem may be
ours right now, but I predict that to-
morrow or just a few weeks or months
ahead, it is going to be a problem all over
the Nation; that is, if the laws are ap-
plied equitably throughout the country.

As has been pointed out in the debate
in the other body, and as you referred
to a moment ago, the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp points out very dramatically the
segregated schools existing, even worse
than we have down our way, which exist
right here in the Nation's Capital and in
the States north of the Mason-Dixon
line. When the heavy line of the racial
balancers is applied in those areas, then
I am sure at that time they will be plead-
ing for help and will be asking for the
understanding of the Nation as we are
now.

You know, one thing that makes this
so very sad in my State and in other
States in the heartless nature of some of
these radical changes being ordered.
They are not in my congressional district,
but we as Members of this body are con-
cerned about problems everywhere. But
two of the counties of the State of South
Carolina just recently, just this week,
had to undergo a very traumatic and
dramatic change in their school situa-
tion—the shifting of thousands of stu-
dents from one school to another school,
even some of them to distant points. We
are now gathering information so we
can show the particulars in order that
the people who are interested might see
how extensive and disruptive these par-
ticular changes have been.

But how heartless can it be, Mr.
Speaker, when in the middle of a school
year you would suddenly just shift
masses of teachers and students from
one school to another—teachers who over
the past months since September have
been developing and trying to follow the
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progress of their students and trying to
look at the points where they have edu-
cational deficiencies and trying to help
them to pass courses and to do a little
better.

But all of a sudden, the court says—
No, you shift over to another school—to
a totally foreign teacher who is not fa-
miliar with your problem at all. Very
well, this could be a lost year for many
schools.

Now, as the gentleman from Alabama
so well pointed out, what is the purpose
of a school—is it for sociological experi-
mentation or is it for education? How
unthinkable can it be—that right in the
midst of the school year a court would
come along and order the students
shifted from one school to another and
from one teacher to another? You not
only have the interest of the students to
be prinecipally concerned about—and we
all are I am sure—but you know teach-
ers have some rights, too. The gentleman
from Alabama pointed out earlier, as did
some of the other speakers, that we are,
indeed, seeing a mushrooming of private
schools around the country. You also
find that many teachers who have been
loyal to public education are leaving the
public school systems to go over to the
private schools, Other teachers are
throwing up their hands in despair say-
ing, “I am not going to be so insulted—
to be treated so cruelly in my professional
capacity, that I do not even know where
I will teach or how much I will be teach-
ing from month to month.”

I see some people on the floor of this
body here who are vitally interested in
education—who have been champions
for the cause of education. Oh, how much
we need their voice and help. Do you
know that we have teachers in South
Carolina—and I do not know whether
you have them in other States of the
Nation—but they are asking teachers in
some distriets down South to sign blank
contracts—not even letting them know
where they are going to teach or how
much they are going to get.

I tell you, my friends in other States
of the Nation, when your teachers are
asked to sign such contracts in blank,
you are going to be here on the floor
of this House asking for some consider-
ation. I guess, my friends, we are really
now just asking for a little mercy; it is
too much to ask for any consideration
for the Southland. But maybe sooner or
later the chickens will come home to
roost, and then others will appreciate
the problems that we have.

Mr. DICKINSON. If the gentleman
will permit me to interrupt, I have be-
fore me a quotation that I think would
be pertinent at this point because, as
you know, recently in one of the most
sweeping school orders that have ever
been issued, 622 schools, having a student
enrollment of 674,000 students, were or-
dered to be integrated to the point at
which no school should have less than
10 percent minority population or more
than 50 percent minority groups. School
officials protested that this would mean
“virtual destruction’” of the school sys-
tem. How familiar that ring is. But the
odd fact is that this was not emanating
from south of the Mason-Dixon line. This
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was a quote from the school officials of
Los Angeles, Calif.,, and I refer to the
February 11 order of the State superior
court ordering that this be done. They
say that they cannot financially afford
it. It is not feasible, and it would destroy
their school system in Los Angeles. So I
think this is very apropos of the obser-
vations that the gentleman has just
made. We are in the forefront. We might
be the edge of the wedge. But it is com-
ing. And if laws are uniformly adminis-
tered throughout our country, we will
see public education throughout all 50
States suffering.

Mr. WATSON. There is no question
about it, and I apologize for presuming
too much upon the gentleman’s time un-
der this special order. Bui, you know,
when you are dealing with the children
of American citizens, you are dealing
with the most priceless of man’s posses-
sons and when you jeopardize his child’s
education or preparation for life you
have a real tiger on your hands. Par-
ents rightly demand quality education.

As was pointed out earlier, there is the
instance of the disrupting effects on the
black children as well as on white. We
have in South Carolina a fine commu-
nity with a splendid high school by the
name of Spaulding which always has
been principally black. Despite the pres-
ence of this wonderful school there, trag-
ically enough, students are not being edu-
cated in that school at this moment be-
cause of an almost total boycott on the
part of the black students. They want
their school. It is their neighborhood
school and they do not want to be bused
to a distant institution.

Finally, may I say this with reference
to the gentleman's statement concerning
the decisions of the court when they will
say, “We are not in violation of the
1964 Civil Rights Act.” I believe it is
section 407, where there is a specific pro-
hibition against busing in order to ob-
tain a racial balance in schools, and
that provision was written in, as the
gentleman knows, on the floor of the
House. That language was not in the
version as it was reported from the Ju-
diciary Committee. They say, “we ac-
tually do not specify busing.” But, as
the gentleman so clearly and convineing-
ly pointed out, they ordered a balanced
school, and though they did not specifi-
cally say in the order that you must bus
the children over there, how do you get
them there except by bus unless they
walk? They normally go by bus, unless
they contemplate transporting children
by helicopter, or you might take them
by submarine or some other means.

How ridiculous can it be?

I do take hope in this respect, and I
hope other jurisdictions and school dis-
tricts will pursue this particular point,
that in the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals
in Oklahoma there is a school district
pursuing this very point, and there is
hope of a favorable verdict from that
circuit court. Although the judge’s order
did not say specifically that racial bal-
ance must be obtained by busing, that is
the only way to implement or carry out
the judge's order, whether expressed or
implied.

Finally, I have heard the commeént
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that, well, in one area, the South, there
is de jure segregation and in another
area, the North, there is de facto segrega-
tion. Well, neither child nor parent for
that matter understands why different
educational standards are used simply on
the basis of legal technicalities about de
jure or de facto segregation. They do
not understand it. It works the same
way when we disrupt their educational
systems regardless of the legal jargon.

The courts and the Federal bureaus are
fast destroying the public schools. I re-
member when I was privileged to serve
in the General Assembly of South Caro-
lina, there was always one bond issue
which always passed, and that was for
the schools. Our people were interested in
giving the best education to their young
people. But now, seven out of 10 school
bond issues which are put before the peo-
ple are voted down. Why? Because of all
these artificial and arbitrary require-
ments of the Federal bureaucracy and
the Federal judiciary, in trying to use
schools primarily for sociological ex-
periments. They are more interested in
racial balance than in better education.
What is going to happen? Ultimately we
are going to have a public education sys-
tem composed primarily of blacks.

The courts can order, if they wish, any
area to have a certain ratio, but if the
parents refuse en masse to send their
children there you have an impossible
situation. Tax support for public s¢hools
will be seriously affected. If I am a parent
and I have, in order to give my child a
quality education, to pay to send him to
a private school, others need not think
for a minute that I am going to be in-
terested in appropriating funds for a
publie school system my child does not
attend because of inadequate standards.
Consider that for a moment.

Then is Uncle Sam going to go down
and pay for the entire educational sys-
tem, for the whole public school system
throughout the Nation?

Again I thank the gentleman and I
applaud him for his effort. I wish we
could adequately tell the Nation not only
what is happening down our way now,
but what is going to happen in Chicago,
Ill., and New York, California and Penn-
sylvania. When the schoolchildren and
the parents and the teachers start to
bring pressure to bear on Members in
these other areas then perhaps they will
get a better understanding of what we
are trying to point out today. I hope so0.
I hope reason will prevail before ulti-
mately the destruction of our public
school system is carried out.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from South Carolina for
his apt and timely remarks.

I heard in the recent Mardi Gras pa-
rade there was a very outstanding band
from a former Negro school. The strange
thing about this band is that 2 years
ago they very diligently raised about
$3,000 and bought some new uniforms.
Just last year the Federal court ordered
that school closed. It was subsequently
padlocked and ordered closed. It was a
good school. But they are so proud of
their former school and their band that
they still go to the old school, which is
as I said, closed. They still have their
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band and still played in this year’s Mardi
Gras. They kept their identity. Do not
think they are too happy about their
school being closed.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. Epwarbps).

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman’s examples of what is
going on are very correct.

I must also agree with the statements
made by my colleague from South Caro-
lina.

Along the same line, in a most recent
court order the Trinity Gardens High
School in Mobile County, Ala., has been
ordered closed and all the students
transferred to another school. The Trin-
ity Gardens High School was formerly
an all-Negro school. The parents rose
up in arms, and they have been down
to the school board fussing about the
closing of their school.

This is something that people do not
like, because it moves the children out
of their own neighborhoods.

This type of thing is not new. Unfor-
tunately, when HEW comes up with
some of its wildest plans there is no-
where to go and there is no one to talk
to until one finally gets up to talk with
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. It seems rather ridiculous that
every time a plan from HEW comes along
a Congressman has to run over to talk
to the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, trying to get his ear about
it.

I must say that even the Secretary was
horrified recently when some of us went
to talk to him about some of the plans
being proposed in our part of the coun-
try. I wish some of our northern col-
leagues would listen to this type of thing.

In one small county in my district they
were going to close every former white
high school in that county. Second,
they were going to bus the children, many
of them 2 hours each way, a total of
90 miles a day, with 4 hours on the bus,
just in order to mix up the county.

When we took maps of this type of
thing to Secretary Finch, he had to ad-
mit he could not believe his folks were
trying to do this.

What did they do in place of that
grand scheme? They came back with a
plan whereby the children would go for 2
years to this school, 2 years to that
school, 2 years to the next school, so in
trying to get through high school they
would have to go to six different schools.

How does one go to six different
schools? They have to bus them there,
because one school is at one end of the
county, and one at the other end, one
over on the east and one over on the west.
They are playing round robin with the
children of that particular county.

In the county of Mobile, which has the
largest school system in the whole State
of Alabama, HEW proposed a plan of
busing that would haul some children as
far as 15 miles from one end of the city
of Mobile to the other. It was going to
cost the Mobile County School Board
$13.5 million in order to provide the buses
to carry out that plan. In one area they
proposed a series of schools so that in
high school the students would have to
go to four schools in order to graduate.
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These included some that were formerly
elementary schools, some formerly junior
high schools, and some formerly high
schools, but they were in the near vicinity
of each other, so they were going to build
walkways.

These are the HEW plans. These are
not my dreams or fantasies.

They were going to build walkways
from each of these four schools to the
other. One of the walkways had to go
over a heavily traveled railroad track,
and they were going to require the coun-
ty school board to build a covered walk-
way over the railroad track so that the
children could cross without getting run
over by a train—which I thought was
commendable. It would have required
condemning property throughout this
whole area in order to join these four
schools together,

These types of things have been pro-
posed. So when we get this kind of a
proposal we have to go to the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare and
say, “Do you know that this is what your
folks down the line are proposing?”

In all fairness to the Secretary, again,
he was rather horrified to see this type
of proposal coming out of his own
agency. He is sitting over there with
150,000 people locked in HEW jobs, and
he could not shake them loose if he knew
how.

These are the things that are coming
along. These things are being suggested
to the court.

I should like to read one paragraph,
if I may, from a letter from about 30
students, which I got in January of this
year, talking about the February 1 dead-
line of integration in portions of Mobile.

Perhaps I should go back just a litile
bit. Our Federal courts in the Mobile
area had a complicated problem of try-
ing to find something that would suit
the Supreme Court of the United States
as well as all of the Federal agencies. In
tryving to go about it logically and not
disrupt the school system in our area,
they draw an arbitrary line, the courts
did, and said that in September 1969 all
of the integration will be completed on
the west side of the line. Starting in Sep-
tember 1970 integration on the east side
of that line will be completed, also. So
the school systems, the parents and the
teachers, have all been working toward
that September 1970 deadline to work
out all their plans and all their transfers
in the school system. Then the Supreme
Court came along in January and or-
dered that by February 1 this change
should be made when nobody could con-
ceivably operate on that kind of a sched-
ule

This is incidental, but I talked with a
class ring salesman recently. He said that
the sale of graduation rings has been
the worst in history, because no student
knows what school ring to wear on grad-
uation day. The result is that they are
not ordering rings. Now, it may sound
inconsequential, but it is typical of the
entire problem. The students have been
thrown into a great quandary. They had
to shorten them up in one quarter and
to lengthen them in another quarter in
the Mobile school system so that stu-
dents could transfer between them and
not leave a teacher in the middle of the
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quarter. As a result of all that, I have
these 30 students who wrote to me the
letter in January and said:

The school we will be attending Febru-
ary 1, 1970, will be the third school in 6
months we have attended. We did not gripe
about It the first time. Now we are getting
tired of it. How are we supposed to get an
education good encugh to live in the future
without living in poverty? We cannot learn
if we move from school to school, from teach-
er to teacher. It even makes it hard on the
teachers.

I say that is something of an under-
statement to say it makes it hard on the
teachers. The poor administrators are in
a chaotic situation because they have
equipment in a high school here that
will have to be moved to a grammar
school over here to fit the court’s orders.
To make it all worse, the Federal court
has implemented the Supreme Court de-
cision saying it is true that you cannot
do it by February 1, but you can do it by
March. Everybody is working feverishly
trying to make the plan work. But now
the NAACP has appealed this decision
and it is going back to the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals. Who in the world
knows what the Fifth Circuit Court of
Appeals will do there and what the peo-
ple of Mobile County will finally have to
adjust to.

These are the kinds of things that we
have been saying to our northern col-
leagues that they had better start be-
coming interested in. This great octopus
that calls itself a bureaucracy and a
court system, having fed itself at the
table of the South, has not been satis-
fied. Its appetite has only been whetted.
I suggest that unless we can draw some
support from the rest of the country,
the rest of the country will come under
the same heel of the Federal Govern-
ment that we have. One answer to this
is—and I do not like to recommend these
kinds of things, but one answer may very
well be that John Mitchell, Attorney
General of the United States, will start
filing more of these suits of his all over
the United States. The Federal courts
will start rendering some decisions there
in the North, the East, and the West, just
as they have been rendering them in our
part of the country, and I suggest that
our colleagues will come streaming down
the aisle demanding justice. That will be
the day that you will finally understand
what we have been talking about.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama for his
contribution.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding and I shall be very
brief because I know other Members
would like to comment upon this subject.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Dickinson) for obtaining this 1-hour
special order. It is my understanding that
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT)
also has a special order of 1 hour after
that of the gentleman from Alabama.

I would like to point out, Mr. Speaker,
how unbelievable and how unworkable
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and how unfair these court-imposed de-
segregation guidelines have been, both
upon the public schools in my State and
the States of our colleagues who have
spoken today.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, in the next few
days that I can obtain permission to make
1-minute speeches in this Chamber, giv-
ing factual information on what the
Federal court-ordered guidelines have
brought about in my home State of
Mississippi; how they are rapidly destroy-
ing the public schools because both whites
and blacks are dropping out of the public
schools.

I appreciate some of my colleagues
mentioning the difficulties that have been
imposed on the teachers in the public
schools. You know, we must admit that
the teachers who teach in the public
schools have to be dedicated people ba-
cause over the years their salary scales
have certainly been low as compared with
people who are engaged in other pro-
fessions. Many teachers because of court
orders requiring a ‘“racial balance” of
faculty have been forced to drive to
distant schools, some as far as 25 miles
from the schools to which they were
originally igned last fall. This reas-
signment of teachers to achieve a racial
balance is in-dir conflict with their
written and legal contracts to teach at a
particular school.

Many of these teachers, both black
and white, live near the schools in their
hometowns where they were previously
assigned. They have bought homes and
have their roots in that neighborhood.
Now, as I stated previously, they have
to go across town or across the county.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that
the other body adopted the Stennis
amendment which was debated today
and was considered as a part of the leg-
islation to extend programs of assistance
for elementary and secondary education.
The Stennis amendment would require
equal enforcement of desegregation
guidelines in all sections of the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I want to again thank
the gentleman from Alabama for yield-
ing and to commend him for giving oth-
ers the opportunity to comment upon
this very, very serious situation.

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for his very timely and cogent
remarks.

will

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr, FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to add my words of commendation
to the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
Dickinson) for taking this time to call
the attention of the House to this most
urgent matter. By our words and those
of our other colleagues in the House who
have spoken and will speak today, to help
bring this matter to the attention of the
Nation.

I think, Mr. Speaker, the time has
come—indeed, has long since come—
when we can no longer afford to have any
second-class citizens in these United
States. Hopefully, the time will soon
come when we no longer have any sec-
ond-class States either. The other body

Speaker,
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has just adopted the Stennis amend-
ment to the education bill pending there.
Perhaps this House will have the oppor-
tunity of voting upon and passing similar
legislation in the near future.

Mr. Speaker, I had a letter from a con-
stituent of mine the other day that wor-
ried me considerably because of his
exasperation with the perplexing situ-
ation of our publiec schools in Alabama.

This particular citizen was concerned
that this country began without any pub-
lic education, but with a private school
system. We moved forward into a public
school system which made the wonder-
ful opportunities of education available
to those without enormous financial
means. This made education available to
the grassroots, so to speak. But it now
appears to my friend that we are in
grave danger of moving backward, in the
South, anyway, but it will come to other
sections. We are moving backward to a
private school system where every child
may not have an equal opportunity to
gain an education.

Mr. Speaker, somehow we must de-
mand a refurn to reason—and freedom
of choice in education for every child is
reasonable. Furthermore, freedom of
choice would insure the future of our
great system of public education.

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me for these brief remarks.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman from
Alabama for his observations and his
contributions to the discussion at this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to yield
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
THOMPSON) .

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the question of an equal
education for all, of course, is paramount
to all Americans, and the current strug-
gle in the South is not a struggle of inte-
gration or segregation, but it is a strug-
gle of requiring racial balance, a mathe-
matical formulated racial balance.

Whenever you apply force to an area
and tell a child that he cannot go to
his neighborhood school because he hap-
pens not to be of the right race, that it
is wrong. It is wrong if it is being done
to segregate and it is wrong if it is being
done to provide for racial balance.

That is the current upheaval, not de-
segregation but required racial balance.
There have been many victims of this
struggle to so-called desegregate the
schools in the South. Certainly there
have been some segregated schools in the
South, but the mere fact that a school
may be black or a school may be white is
not in and of itself a bad situation if
there is no discrimination that goes into
making up the student body.

In other words, if this happens to be a
white neighborhood, and there is a
neighborhood school, that school should
reflect the racial makeup of that neigh-
borhood, and that would be true of a
black neighborhood or an integrated
neighborhood.

I think we as Americans treasure the
right of the individual to move freely
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within society, but not to be forced be-
cause of his race out of his natural en-
vironment, and that is what has been
done in many instances.

But, Mr. Speaker, I would like to touch
just for a moment, if I can, on some of
the financial aspects of this need. Dol-
lars are not as important as are children.
The children who are being sacrificed
in our schools are more important than
all the dollars that all the taxpayers in
America will pay in 100 years, and
the educational loss can never be
recouped, but there have been tremen-
dous economic losses as a result of school
closings.

About a year ago, we in the Atlanta
area were faced with a demand that a
six-year-old high school in our area had
to be closed because it was all black. It
is true that without a single exception,
every child attending the school was
black, but without a single exception
every child attending the school lived
closer to the school than any other and
the school basketball team had won the
State class B basketball championship,
and they were proud of their school. It
was closed by court order, to force every
child in that school into another school
in order that we could have integration.

That, Mr. Speaker, set me on fire, and
having been set on fire I was determined
to find out how many other distriets in

the South had had schools closed.

So I asked HEW for the figures, and
they could not provide them. I then
wrote to 1,816 school districts in the
South, and I asked them if they would
tell me how many schools had been
closed, whether they were closed for de-
segregation purposes or other purposes,
and what was the value of these schools.

I was astounded to learn—out of some
666 replies, which is approximately one-
third, that I identified by name and lo-
cation—356 schools were closed through-
out the Southern States in order to so-
called desegregate the schools.

I also asked for the original cash value
of these schools. Of the 350 schools re-
porting, 274 gave me an original value.
That left 82 that did not have a value,
but it was some $52,442,000. The replace-
ment value of these at today’s building
costs would certainly be considerably
over $100 million.

I asked the gentleman from California,
Congressman Moss, if he would help me
to get the information from HEW.

Congressman Moss of California,
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
formation for Members of Congress,
agreed to help me to obtain this informa-
tion. Congressman Moss believes strong-
ly in freedom of information for Mem-
bers of Congress, and whether he is for
you or against you from a philosophical
standpoint on a particular argument, he
feels as a Member of Congress you have
the right to know. He stood up for my
right in that instance which I shall al-
ways remember.

So with his help, we put more pressure
on HEW and about a week or so ago
HEW gave me their information. I was
astounded to learn that for the years
1968 and 1969 there were not 356 schools
as I had identified which were closed for
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desegregation purposes—but according
to the figures supplied by HEW, 475
schools had been closed for desegrega-
tion purposes throughout the Southern
States.

Mr. Speaker, this is a travesty against
the taxpayers who built these schools. A
school should not be closed unless it is
an inadequate facility.

During the same time that 475 schools
in the South were being closed to force
so-called desegregation there were 309
schools closed for reasons other than de-
segregation, making a ftotal of 784
schools.

Mr. Speaker, this is a financial loss
that has occurred to the communities
in which these schools are located. When
a school stands idle, as is the case in
Gainesville, Ga., where an 8-year-old
high school is standing idle, there is a
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dollar loss to the taxpayers and an edu-
cational loss to the children.

The tragic results of school closings
and the effect it has on the population
was graphically illustrated approxi-
mately in July of last year when there
was & decision in De EKalb County in
suburban Atlanta where the Federal
court required six schools to be closed
because, paraphrasing the judge, “If
those schools remained open, it would
perpetuate segregation and the only way
to integrate is to force the children out
of these schools and bus them into other
areas.”

The result of these six schools in sub-
urban Atlanta being closed by court order
was felt about 6 weeks later when a
school bond issue came up in Clayton
County, in suburban Atlanta. The bond
issue for new school construection was
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turned down overwhelmingly by the
people.

Mr. Speaker, this is going to happen
time and time again. We are going to
find that people will refuse to vote for
new bond issues for much-needed schools
when they see other schools being closed
by court order.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot abandon our
public school system. We must continue
to build schools as the needs arise, but
if the courts are going to require good,
sound school buildings to be closed for
so-called desegregation purposes, then
the people simply will not vote for new
school bonds to build more schools. The
losers will be the children who need the
education.

The results of a survey by Congressman
FLETcHER THOMPSON, of Georgia, of 1,816
school districts in the South:

I, RESULTS OF A SURVEY BY CONGRESSMAN FLETCHER THOMPSON OF GEORGIA OF 1,816 SCHOOL DISTRICTS

School
districts
written

State Answered

Classrooms
closed

Schools

closed Cost Students

Schools closed
f!eg[o Elementary

hool

closed

Value
stated

Not

closed stated

closed

Arkansas . . ...o....
Alabama. .

Georgia

North Carolina

South Carolina__....._....
Virginia

Texas

Louisiana..

Tennessee

Kentucky_.

Florida.. ..

Oklahoma. ..

Mississippi_.

$492, 025
8, 807, 301
g, 550, 677
3,817, 000
067, 880
85,
388, 012
6, 065, 777
3, 286, 000
550, 000
5, 560, 732
648, 000
4,324,700

-~

P pa

0
5,977

—

SWene=dapaUi~oou
-

O s N~ D 00 W LN~
s s

S e 00 ke en
-

—
SONWRNNSNN= NG

3,016 152,443,104 12,810

g
g
2
g

1 This figure includes only 274 of 356 schools closed. 82 schools gave no value in their response, School districts written on integration when HEW would not give us requested material,

SCHOOL CLOSINGS COMPILED FROM HEW'S OWN RECORDS, 1968-69, AS SUBMITTED TO CONGRESSMAN THOMPSON OF GEORGIA, 1968-69

Districts written
and answering
HEW form

State

All districts for year of 1968-69

All districts reporting in
1954-69, districts reporting

ok

Reasons for closing

Average

Race of school students

No schools
closed

Schools

closed per
closed

State 1968-69

Desegrepa-
tion

per closed
school in

Other each State

Negro White

Georgia_.__......
Florida_
Alabama. .. ........
South Carolina
Mississippi
Tennessee........
Lovisiana...._.....

Kentucky - - ooeeoe
North Carolina_......
Missourl ______.___.
Delaware. ... ..o

112-152
59-62

18-21

31
50
80
30
20
26
70
36
17

1,441-1, 628

1 For 1968-69.

1968-69

Total average
cost of schools
closed by State

Schools closed
by HEW

¥ I State

Total average
cost of schools
closed by State

Schools closed
by HEW 1

Alabama......
South Carglina.
Mississippi._.-
Tennessee .
Louisiana.
Arkansas.
Oklahoma.
Texas. ...

Kentucky. .. ooeveeee-
North Carolina. ..

79, 044
217,428
1, 118, 000

! Recommendation compiled b
2 Average cost per each schoo

r own records.
closed.
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MATERIAL COMPILED FOR SCHOOL CLOSINGS FROM HEW INFORMATION GIVEN US, COVERS 1954-69 =~

Districts written
and answering
EW form

Districts reporting

Reasons for closing

Race of school a\v‘erage

No schools

closed closed

closed Desegregation

- per
Other Negro White  closed school

Mississippi

South Carolina. .
Tennessee........
Louisiana..
Arkansas. .

491
249
834
623
443
969
225
164
105
560

408
369
173

21

5,634

1,224

4,410 i R e

Total value of
schools closed
by State

Average volume
of schools closed Schools closed
per State by HEW

Total value of
schools closed
by desegregation

Georgia
Florida..
Alabama

Mississippi_.. = 1?‘ ggg.ns?
14,117,751
14, 513, 499
10, 128, 600
12, 328, 241

South Carolina
Tennessee. ..
Louisiana. .
Arkansas. .
Oklahom

$21,048, 016
15, 822, 382
21,304, 203

225 2,371,111

$230,409

$10, 368, 443
127, 282

8,452,953
11,662,172

51, 827, 367

T T N T e el i T T
North Carolina....

|l L

Delaware.

6, 049, 325
30,438,918
6,779,042
3,571, 858

228,177,434

111,798, 572 240, 500

! On own recommendations from own records.
2 Average cost per each school closed.

(Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks and include charts
and extraneous material in tabular
form.)

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, I wish to ex-
press my full support for Congressman
Dickinson in his efforts to show the
American people how ridiculous, and
sometimes tragic, this busing business
can become. There has been entirely too
much stress on social reform in our com-
munities with our children becoming the
victims of gross injustice.

Busing to achieve racial balance is a
cruel burden to put on the youngster in
his daily effort to get an education. I have
introduced legislation that will give par-
ents the freedom of choice in selecting
the school their children should attend.
Why should “freedom now” for one group
be hailed as glorious while “freedom of
choice” for others be condemned as un-
constitutional? Let us be honest with
ourselves—and fair to our children.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud Congressman
Dickinson for his fine effort.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, we wonder
how long our entreaties will fall on deaf
ears.

There are many of us who are deeply
concerned about the preservation of our
school system and the effect that sense-
less court orders have on our children.

I had one parent from my district write
and tell me that her child had already
been moved three times this school year
and that a busing edict now meant a
fourth move. Can you imagine what this
is doing to that student?

No sooner does this child get used to
a new building, new classmates, and a

new teacher than she is summarily
moved, for one reason or another, to a
new school.

The concept of neighborhood schools is
a sound one. It gives a family a feeling
of belonging and having something to
work for. It builds pride and community
spirit.

Now we are engaged in a rat race
called busing which is both wasteful and
destroys the concept of neighborhood
schools.

Look at the cost. Children living within
easy walking distance of a neighborhood
school must be bused to the opposite cor-
ner of a community. OQur loeal schools
are already heavily burdened with the
mounting and increasing costs of educa-
tion and busing only adds to that al-
ready overburdened woe.

I read recently where a school official
in Los Angeles estimated that it would
require an expenditure of some $180
million over the next 8 years to bus stu-
dents. Could not this money be more
wisely spent to help educate these chil-
dren?

This Nation has moved into an era
where we recognize that the law of the
land is that no person is to be diserimi-
nated against. I did not think before and
do not think now that what the Ameri-
can people want, or ever intended, is
forced racial balance.

Allowing a parent and a student to
choose the school they wish to attend
under a freedom-of-choice plan is the
most fair and democratic program of all.
Parents and students of all races in my
distriet have talked to me about the prob-
lems they are having in being constantly
moved around.

Local school officials do not know
where to turn as they are given sum-
mary orders with inadequate time to
carry out those directives. In short, our
schools are in their most critical state in
history.

Once these laws are applied equally all
over the Nation, there are going to be
more States who will listen to the pleas
of men of good intent in our section of
the Nation. We are having a most dif-
ficult time and the recent judicial orders
have only compounded those problems.

When we talk about a national pro-
gram of busing to achieve racial balance,
we are talking about billions of dollars of
taxpayers’ money. There is no other
source.

I recognize that many children in this
Nation have suffered from substandard
educations. I yield to no man my hopes
and aspirations for every child to get a
good education.

But the trend we see today is not go-
ing to add to that goal. In the meantime,
our children are suffering from short-
sighted and senseless policies.

Mr. EUYEENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate this opportunity to add my
voice to an effort to bring some light into
an area that has been darkened by emo-
tion and misrepresentation on both sides.

There is no doubt in my mind that
some of the proponents of school busing
are acting with honorable motives; or
that some of its opponents are using the
issue to inflame large groups of people
for their own selfish ends; but neither of
these observations is germane to the
real heart of the matter.

Cutting away the platitudes and the
emotional appeals, the plain facts are
that the busing of children to achieve
racial balance in the schools is not only
undesirable de jure, but impractical de
facto.

I wish to list the reasons why it is con-
sidered impractical by professional edu-
cators of Memphis, who are more inter-
ested in the teaching of the child than in
the color of his skin. Here is their sum-
mation:

First. The great majority of both black
and white citizens will deeply resent any
attempt to force their children from the
neighborhood to distant schools.

Second. Instead of promoting better
racial relations, it is our feeling that this
will promote more strife and friction and
;nr:ill be of no educational benefit to chil-

en.
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Third. After reviewing several school
busing operations, the following cost can
reasonably be anticipated:

Cost of capital outlay for

equipment #2, 425, 500. 00

Yearly cost of transporting__ 1,280, 000.00

3, 705, 500. 00

This is based on the assumption that
forced busing for racial balance would
probably mean movement of 40,000 chil-
dren. Cost could vary up or down, de-
pending upon numbers involved.

Fourth. The cost of busing would take
funds from other programs such as spe-
cial classes for handicapped children
which the system has never been able to
adequately support because of insuffi-
eient funds. §

Fifth. Innovative or progressive pro-
grams could not be financed and the en-
tire educational program would suffer.

Sixth. The cost of administration
would increase as additional help would
be necessary to handle discipline involv-
ing pupils while on the bus.

Seventh. Public schools of the city of
Memphis were organized to operate on a
neighborhood basis with the idea that
a school should be readily accessible to
any child.

Eighth. Civic clubs, churches, and
PTA’s have always been closely associ-
ated with the school because their mem-
berships were composed of parents of the
children in the school. In many instances
this support has been financial, thus
helping the school to afford a better in-
structional program than would have
been possible otherwise.

Ninth. In community schools support
of school programs, plays, school ath-
letic activities, and so forth, has been
good because the neighborhoods support
their own children.

Tenth. Administrators and teachers
lose the cooperation from the home in
handling discipline when parents can-
not come to the school from & great dis-
tance without transportation.

Eleventh. Sick children or those who
have accidents can be taken immediately
to their homes by school personnel or
parents can come for them where dis-
tance is no problem.

Twelith. Studies show that long bus
rides before and after school tend to tire
the children. This would certainly affect
educational performance.

Thirteenth. Traffic problems of the city
will be greatly increased with the addi-
tional buses moving to various schools
at the same time in an already congested
urban traffic pattern. The greater dis-
tances a child travels to school, the more
chance of accident or injury.

Fourteenth. The feeling of independ-
ence is lost to the youth who rides in lieu
of walking.

Fifteenth. Busing of children will
necessarily lengthen the schoolday for
children involved. This means leaving
for school at unreasonable hours and in
some cases returning home after dark.

Sixteenth. Forced busing in many cases
will cause emotional problems for chil-
dren who are unable to readily adjust to
a totally new environment. This will also
be true of many parents.
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Seventeenth. Pupil initiative in many
cases will be destroyed. Many of our
pupils “throw” papers both morning and
evening, work in grocery stores and
other situations after school hours. This
would no longer be possible. Some chil-
dren receive work permits to leave school
before the close of the schoolday. This
would be eliminated and in most cases
families could not afford this loss of in-
come.

Mr, Speaker, I can add nothing to these
clear facts. The people who stand be-
hind them, the Memphis Board of Edu-
cation and its capable, professional staff,
have made my case. They did not make
the many injustices they are striving to
correct. But they know that an injustice
to correct another one is merely com-
pounding the problem, and making it
that much more difficult for the next
generation to solve.

If I may borrow a time-honored
phrase from my colleagues from the legal
field, the defense rests.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise and
extend their remarks on this subject.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
further that I may insert in connection
with my remarks certain extraneous
charts, letters, and other material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

SCHOOL CONDITIONS IN SOUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. FLYNT) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, like many of
my colleagues, I am gravely concerned
over the serious conditions which con-
front many entire school systems pri-
marily in four States of the Deep South
but to a lesser extent in many of the re-
maining 46 States.

I have chosen to use the word chaotic
because a series of problems exists be-
cause of the turmoil that has followed
court ordered reassignment of faculty
and students in the middle of a school
term and even in the middle of a grade
period and because of the uncertainty of
what the future may hold.

This uncertainty is caused in large
measure by the Federal court decisions
which are applied without any uni-
formity even within the same judicial
circuit. The Fifth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals on February 5, 1970, ordered total
reassignment of all faculty and students
in the Bibb County, Ga., school system.
Today, February 18, 1970, exactly 13 days
following the decision in the Bibb County
case the same circuit court of appeals is
reported to have ordered the Orange
County, Fla., School Board to implement
a neighborhood school plan that will
leave intact three all-black schools.
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I have not read the decision but I
insert at this point the full text of an
Associated Press wire report, datelined
Orlando, Fla., this date:

OrrANDO, FLA—A Federal appeals court,
for the first time defining a unitary school
system, has ordered a Florida county to
implement a neighborhcod pupll assignment

plan that will leave intact three all-black
schools.

The 5th U.S. circuit court of appeals, in a
ruling in New Orleans Tuesday, sald that to
qualify as a unitary system school district
must have achieved desegregation in student
enrollment, faculty, staff, transportation,
facilities and extracurricular activities,

The court said its approval of a neighbor-
hood system for Florida's Orange County
would not necessarily apply to other school
districts.

“Under the facts of this case,” the ruling
sald, “it happens that the school board's
choice of a neighborhood assignment system
is adequate to convert the Orange County
school system from a dual to a unitary
system.

*'This does not preclude the employment of
differing assignment methods in other school
districts . . . the answer in each case turns,
as here, on all the facts including those who
are pecullar to the particular school system."

The court said the three Orange County
schools to remain all-black were “the result
of residential patterns.”

Let me say that I have no objection to
what the circuit court of appeals ruled
in the Orange County, Fla., court case
but I feel very strongly that the same
legal principles and ruling should be ap-
plied uniformly to all school systems
within the same jurisdiction.

Initially my remarks and comments
from many of my fellow citizens will deal
directly with the present school situation
in Bibb County, Ga. Later on in my
records today and certainly at a later
date, I shall bring the attention of this
House to many ridiculous orders and
rulings which have been applied in other
school districts but I shall begin with the
Bibb County situation because it is Bibb
County which has most recently felt the
lash of judicial tyranny and oppression.

I should like to begin by reciting the
legal situation as it exists in Bibb Coun-
ty, Ga. This Bibb County case originated
in the U,S. District Court, Middle District
of Georgia, Macon Division and was
styled, Bivens against Bibb County
Board of Education. This case has been
back and forth between the District
Court, Circuit Court of Appeals and the
U.S. Supreme Court back to the Dis-
trict Court and from there, back again
to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals.
On its last trip to the U.S. Supreme
Court, it was consolidated with 12 other
cases. On or about January 14, the U.S.
Supreme Court ordered what amounted
to a total faculty and pupil reassign-
ment by February 1, 1970. Upon re-
mand from the U.S. Supreme Court the
district court ordered a total faculty re-
assignment but refused to order a total
pupil reassignment in the middle of a
school year. I applaud the district judge
for his courageous action in deferring
such total reassignment in the middle
of a school term.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I include
the text of the order of the district
court dated January 21, 1970:




February 18, 1970

[In the United States Distriet Court for the
Middle District of Georgia, Macon Di-
vision, Filed at 4:45 p.m., Jan. 21, 1970,
Dorothy ¥. Meter, Deputy Clerk, U.S. Dis-
trict Court, Middle District of Georgia]

SHIRLEY BIVINS, ET AL., PLAINTIFFS V. BOARD
oF PuBLICc EDUCATION AND ORPHANAGE FOR
Bmsg COUNTY, ET AL, DEFENDANTS, CIVIL
AcTtioN No, 19268

Bootle, District Judge:

On August 12, 1969, this court approved
a plan for desegregation for the schools of
Bibb County. That plan, of course, was not
hastily prepared nor casually approved. Both
the law and the facts were carefully studied
and this court was satisfled that the plan
was entirely legal. It was based primarily
upon freedom of choice—full freedom of
choice. With respect to the law, this court
on August 8, 1969, In a companion case,
Hillson v. W. B. Ouzts and Washington
County Board of Education, Clvil Action No,
2449, wrote:

“0Of course, freedom of cholce is not un-
constitutional or unlawful, It is the logical
successor to the doctrine of ‘separate but
equal’ struck down in Brown v. Board of Ed-
ucation 3874 U.S. 483, 98 L. ed 873 (1854).
The segregation outlawed by Brown was en-
forced segregation based on race, the refusal
because of race to permit a child to attend
the school of his choice, and not segregation
or separateness voluntarily chosen and pre-
ferred by the persons involved. The ‘sepa-
rate’ educational facilities sald by Brown to
be ‘inherently unequal’ are those facilities
with a state-imposed separateness. The ques-
tion decided by Brown was suceinctly stated
by the Court as follows:

“‘We come then to the question pre-
sented: Does segregation of children in pub-
lic schools sclely on the basis of race, even
though the physical facilitles and other
“tangible’ factors may be equal, deprive the
children of the minority group of equal ed-
ucational opportunities? We believe that it
does.’ 347 U, S. 483, 493,

“Then Brown II placed upon school boards
the responsibility ‘to achieve a system of de-
termining admission to the public schools
on a nonracial basis ., . .” Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka, 3490 U.S. 204, 300-301,
99 L. ed. 1083, 1108 (1955). Then in Green v.
School Board of New Kent County, 391, U.S,
430, 20 L. ed. 2d 716 (1968), the Court said:
‘We do not hold that a “freedom of choice”
plan might of itself be unconstitutional, al-
though that argument has been urged upon
us. Rather, all we decide today is that in de-
segregating a dual system a plan utilizing
“freedom of choice” is not an end in itself.’
A freedom of choice plan was formulated
with meticulous care and spelled out In mi-
nute detail by the Court of Appeals for this
Circuit in United States v. Jefferson County
Board of Education, 372 F. 2d 836, (19686),
afl’d en banc 380 F. 2d 385, cert. den, 389 U.S.
840, 19 L. ed. 104. Thus freedom of cholce
there received the full imprimatur of this
Circuit first by panel and then en banc. This
Circuit has never withdrawn that approval.
As late as July 9, 1969 it wrote in United
States v. Baldwin County Board of Educa-
tion, 5 Cir. 1969, F. 2d — (No. 27281, July 9,
1968) : “A freedom of choice plan is not per
se constitutional. Indeed, it may be better
fitted for certain school districts than an
attendance zone plan when, for example, a
school district has well-marked residential
racial patterns.” That holding is patently
correct and is in line with the above quota-
tion from Green and with Green's further
statement: ‘There is no universal answer to
complex problems of desegregation; there is
obviously no one plan that will do the job
in every case, The matter must be assessed
in light of the circumstances present and
the options avallable in each instance,” and
with the Supreme Court's statement as late
as June 2, 1869 in United States v. Mont-

CXVI——245—Part 3

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

gomery County Board of Education, — U.S.
— Nos. 798 and 997: ‘In this field the way
must always be left open for experimen-
tation."

“Though as Green says freedom of cholce
is not ‘an end in itself’ it is good that it is
both constitutional and fully lawful. It has
so much to commend it. The idea of forcing
or compelling people to do something is com-
pletely unattractive and should be resorted
to only when absolutely necessary. Freedom
of choice, when fully free and wunfettered,
comports so much more beautifully with the
American dream and with the concept of the
worth and dignity of the individual than does
the suggestion of lifting pupils from their
schools and moving them to new schools re-
gardless of their wishes and regardless of the
wishes of their parents. This idea of force was
the gravamen of the evil lying at the roots
of the ‘separate but equal' doctrine struck
down by Brown. Under that doctrine children
were forced to attend and keep on attending
a certain school, and this force was applled
to them solely because of their race.

“Under freedom of cholce as Implemented
and expanded by the Jefferson-type decree
all objectionable force is completely elimi-
nated. The only force remaining is that all
students regardless of race are required to
choose, to exercise their freedom of cholce.
Thus under a properly drawn Jefferson-type,
freedom of choice decree that court places
it in the hands of every student regardless
of race to attend a bl-racial school if he so
desires. It is difficult to see cogency in the
argument that the student desiring bi-racial
schooling is discriminated against by being
required to exercise enough initiative to
choose, and to make his choice known, to at-
tend a school where there are students of
the opposite race. All students are similarly
required to choose the school they desire to
attend. Thus under a properly drawn and
properly administered freedom of choice
decree there is no longer any raclal discrim-
ination. Its ‘vestiges’ are gome. They are
gone ‘root and branch.’ Green, supra.

“District Courts of the United States sit In
school cases as courts of equity. One of the
anclent maxims of equity is: ‘Equity aids
the vigilant, not those who slumber on their
rights.’ Poor Richard’s Almanac expressed it
a little differently, the deity “helps them that
help themselves.” A properly administered
freedom of cholce plan effectively says to
every pupll, desiring bi-raclal education, and
to every parent desiring it for his child, ‘ask
and it shall be given you . . . knock, and it
shall be opened unto you.” No seeking is re-
guired and no discrimination is involved.

“Green updates Brown and says: ‘The
transition to a unitary, nonraclal system of
public education was and is the ultimate end
to be brought about’ and then paraphrases
that goal as ‘disestablishing state-imposed
segregation,’ The plan proposed by the de-
fendants as modified by the Court meets
these tests.”

After this court wrote as above and on
October 29, 1969, came the decision of Alex-
ander v. Holmes County Board of Education,
U.S.—24 L. Ed. 2d 19, which dealt not so
much, if at all, with what constitutes deseg-
regation or what constitutes a unitary school
system, but with the important question of
timing. The Court there dealt with “the
denial of fundamental rights to many thou-
sands of school children, who are presently
attending Mississippl schools under segre-
gated conditions .. .” The Court against
that background held that the Court of Ap-
peals should have denied all motions for ad-
ditional tirne. In the order of the Court, how-
ever, the Court directed that the school sys-
tems there involved “begin Immediately to
operate as unitary school systems within
which no person is to be effectively excluded
from any school because of race or color.”
The above quoted definition of unitary school
systems is worthy of repeating. They are
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systems “within which no person is to be
effectively excluded from any school because
of race or color.”

Obvlously, the plan approved by this court
on August 12, 1969 would not countenance
such exclusion. No such exclusion has been
countenanced under the Bibb system during
the past several years.

Said plan, while based primarily on free-
dom of cholce, had much more In its favor.
It had behind it several years of successful
operation. Its accomplishments are sum-
marized in the Board's brief to the Court of
Appeals as follows:

“There are now 61 schools in the Bibb
County system, of which 41 were formerly
all-white and 20 were formerly all-Negro. A
total of 3,191 Negro students, about 25 per
cent of the total number of Negroes in the
entire system, are enrolled on a full-time
basis in 38 of the formerly all-white schools,
the other three being . . .

It is sufficlent to say that the district court
here has employed bold and imaginative in-
novations in its plan which have already re-
sulted In substantial desegregation which ap-
proaches a unitary system. We reverse and
remand for compliance with the requirements
of Alexander v. Holmes County, and the other
provisions and conditions of this order.”

1. In a discussion of this portion of the
Court of Appeals opinion by counsel with this
court, it was indicated that there was some
more or less minor overstatement here on
the part of the Court of Appeals. Perhaps it
would have been more accurate to say “in
virtually all Negro schools.”)

The Court of Appeals, however, consldering
sald plan in conjunction with a number of
other plans from other states reversed and
manded “for compliance with the require-
ments of Alexander v. Holmes County and
the other provisions and conditions of this
order.”

This court must now carefully analyze and
faithfully comply with any and all specific
mandates from the Court of Appeals.

There are two mandates, one:

“Effective not later than February 1, 1870,
the principals, teachers, teacher-aides and
other staff who work directly with children
at a school shall be so assigned that in no
case will the racial composition of a staff
indicate that a school is intended for Negro
students or white students. For the remain-
der of the 1969-70 school year the district
shall assign the stafl described above so that
the ratio of Negro to white teachers in each
school, and the ratio of other staff in each,
are substantially the same as each such ratio
is to the teachers and other staff, respectively,
in the entire school system."

The above quoted mandate is specific and
positive and leaves no room for discretion on
the part of this court, and while this court
would much prefer to delay such required
increased faculty integration, at least until
September 1, 1970, this court is powerless to
do so and has accordingly already by its
order in this case entered December 9, 1969
ordered literal compliance with sald man-
date and now reaffirms sald order. Mandate
number 2 requires the “merger” of the stu-
dent body into a unitary system by the start
of the fall 1870 school term. This date may,
or may not, have been advanced to Febru-
ary 1, 1870 by the Supreme Court’s opinion
in Singleton v. Jackson Municipal Sepa-
rate School District—U.8.—(No. 972, Janu-
ary 14, 1970), which sald briefiy:

* * * Jocated on the outskirts of the county
in residential areas almost exclusively white.
(A 159-161). Although only one white stu-
dent is enrolled in a full-time basis In a
formerly all-Negro school, a total of 1,382
white students are actually participating in
elective courses in home-making, industrial
arts, remedial reading and driver education
presently being conducted in formerly all-
Negro schools and another 396 white students
have registered for these programs and are on




3896

a waiting list—a total of 1,778 white students
in all, or about 9 per cent of the total num-
ber of white students in the system. (Mo-
tlon of appellees to supplement record on
appeal).

“There are now 1,772 teaching personnel in
the system, including 1,094 white teachers
and 678 Negro teachers. 210 Negro teachers
are in formerly all-Negro schools and 267
Negro teachers are in formerly all-white
schools, or a total of 477 ‘crossovers—about
27 per cent of the teachers in the system.
Every school is in compliance with the mini-
mum ratio of 1 to 4 required by the District
Court order of August 12, 1968 and some
schools have ratlos significantly greater than
this.”

Additionally, it may be pointed out that
four formerly all-white schools had virtually
reached the overall county-wide ratio of 40
per cent Negro to 60 per cent white, one of
said schools having attained the ratio of 53
per cent Negro and 47 per cent white, thus
approaching resegregation. That plan was 50
meritorious that the Court of Appeals in
commenting upon it in Singleton v, Jackson
Municipal Separate School District, 5 Cir.
1960—F, 2d.—(No. 28261, December 1, 1968),
sald:

“This {s a freedom of cholce system on
which a special course transfer provision has
been superimposed. Special courses offered in
all Negro schools are being attended by
whites in substantial numbers. This has re-
sulted in some attendance on a part-time
basis by whites in every all-Negro school.
Some three hundred whites are on the walt-
ing Mst for one of the special courses, reme-
dial reading. The racial cross-over by faculty
in the system 1s 27 per cent.

“The order appealed from continues the
existing plan with certain modifications. It
continues and expands the elective course
programs in all-Negro schools in an effort
10 encourage voluntary integration. The plan
calls for a limitation of freedom of choice
with respect to four schools about to become
resegregated. Under the present plan the
school board is empowered to limit Negro
enroliment to 40 per cent at these schools to
avoid resegregation. Earlier a panel of this
court affirmed the district court's denial of
an injunction against the quota provision of
this plan pending hearing en banc. The
prayer for injunction against continuation of
the quota provision is now denled and the
provision may be retained by the district
court pending further consideration as a
part of carrying out the requirements of this
order.

“Tnsofar as the Court of Appeals authorized
deferral of student desegregation beyond
February 1, 1870, that court misconstrued
our holding in Alexander v. Holmes County
Board of Education, 396 U.S. 10. Accordingly,
the petitions for writs of certiorari are grant-
ed, the judgments of the Court of Appeals
are reversed, and the cases remanded to that
court for further proceedings consistent with
this opinion. The judgments in these cases
are to issue forthwith.”

At any rate the directive from the Court
of Appeals to this court in its original
opinion in Singleton supra, was “for com-
pliance with the requirements of Alexander
v. Holmes County” whatever may be the re-
guired date for sald compliance. We have al-
ready seen that the requirement of Alexan-
der v. Holmes County is a unltary system
*within which no person is to be effectively
excluded from any school because of race
or color.” So reading Singleton and Alexan-
der together this second mandate is that
there is a “student body merger” for a unl-

within which no person is to be
“gffectively excluded from any school be-
cause of race or color.” This court is of the
opinion and finds and concludes that the
student body in this system is sufiiciently so
merged, especlally when we take Into con-
slderation the complete faculty merger above
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mentioned and eflective February 1, 1970.
The phrase “student body merger” 1s new in
school tion law. The court has not
found it prior to its appearance in Singleton.
The word “merge” is a most imprecise term.
Just as some of the other customary expres-
sions used by the courts in this field, for
instance, ‘“desegregate”, “integrate”, “black
schools”, “all-black schools", “white schools”,
“just schools”, “dual system", “unitary sys-
tem"; the word “work” in “a plan that prom-
ises realistically to work.”

When Appellate Courts used language like
this they must intend to leave its interpreta-
tion and application to the trial courts in
the light of the facts and circumstances of
each particular case. If the Congress were
legislating in this field it would necessarily
have to use precise language. If it used lan-
guage such as that quoted, it would have
to define such terms, otherwise its enact-
ments would be struck down by the Courts
as being “vold for vagueness.,” Absent any
indication that a more stringent interpreta-
tion of the word “merge” or the word “uni-
tary” was required or intended by the Appel-
late Courts this court finds and concludes
that this phrase of the mandate Is fully
complied with under the facts and circum-
stances of this case. Indeed, as above quoted,
the Court of Appeals in Singleton, supra,
unanimously and en banc, sald:

“It is sufficient to say that the district
court here has employed bold and imagina-
tive innovations in its plan which have al-
ready resulted in substantial desegregation
which approaches a unitary system.” (Em-
phasis supplied).

“Approach” means “to draw near, to ap-
proximate.” Since this plan had already ap-
proached and approximated a unitary sys-
tem, we trust that it is not too much to say
that the addition of the complete percentage-
wise integration of every faculty in the sys-
tem to where there will be approximately 6
white teachers to every 4 Negro teachers in
every school in the system bridges whatever
narrow gap there was between approximation
and realization, between approaching and
arriving.

In keeping with the mandate of the Court
of Appeals as transmitted by this court, and
as requested by the Board, the Office of
Education (HEW) has submitted a proposed
new plan. So has the Board, and so have the
plaintiffs. Each of these plans was prepared
by its proponents under the impression or
apprehension that recent Court decisions
really require the achievement of racial bal-
ances in all or practically all of the schools,
although in an unstated and unascertainable
ratio, in order to accomplish desegregation
or a unitary system. This court cannot find
such requirement spelled out in the law. It
is not spelled out in the Constitution. This
is not to argue with the original Supreme
Court desegregation decislon. It established
freedom of cholce. Those who argue for
racial balances go far beyond Brown v,
Topeka. The Congress has not required
it. The Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 US.C.A.
section 2000c-6(a), contains this provision:
“provided that nothing herein shall em-
power any officlal or court of the United
States to issue any order seeking to achieve
a raclal balance in any school by requiring
the transportation of pupils or students
from one school to another or one school
district to another in order to achieve racial
balance, or otherwise enlarge the existing
powers of the court to Insure compliance
with constitutional standards.”

(2. This court is not unaware that on De-
cember 17, 1969, a distriet court in the
Northern District of Georgia undertook, and
this seems to be the first and only such
undertaking to date, to define some of
these ambiguous terms including “integrated
school facllity” and “integrated school
district.” As of the present this attempt
must be regarded as what the Supreme
Court in an earlier decision invited as “ex-
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perimentation.” Whether these definitions
and specific requirements will be approved,
modified, or rejected by the appellate courts
is not yet known.)

Nor can this court read even the most
recent decisions of the court of appeals or
the Supreme Court as requiring the achieve-
ment of racial balances in schools in order
to comply with any of the judicial yardsticks,
even the merging of student bodles, or the
attainment of a unitary system. Obviously,
there has already been substantial merging
of this student body from the facts above
reclted.

This court is so convinced that freedom
of choice fully enjoyed is the only wise, sage
and correct constitutional principle that it
cannot conscientiously deny these students,
white or black, their freedom of choice or
order them zoned or bused to achieve raclal
balances unless and wuntil some court of
higher authority is willing to hold specifically
and unequivocally that the Constitution re-
quires it.

(3. While some bussing is necessary under
the present plan in order for white students
to attend the special courses in the formerly
all-Negro schools, this was ordered not to
achieve raclal balance but as an aid to free-
dom of choice designed to encourage white
students to choose formerly all-Negro schools
in the event the Appellate Courts ultimately
require such choosing and as a means of end-
ing the formerly so-called dual system.)

Not only does freedom of cholce have high
claims to being the only wise, safe, and cor-
rect constitutional principle but it might
come very near to being the only workable
plan, When a student attends a school of his
choice he is likely to be contented and to
remain in that school. If he, be he white or
black, is forced or compelled under mandate
of law to attend a school he does not want to
attend, the problem of resegregation, by
drop-out, or by his family's removal from the
school zone, or district, is constantly present.

The three plans submitted have been care-
fully studied. The main provisions of these
plans may be observed first by comparing the
HEW plan with the Board plan and then
coming to the plaintiffs’ plan. Both HEW and
the Board apply the basic concepts of neigh-
borhood elementary schools and educational
complexes for the secondary schools. The
main differences are that HEW provides that
four elementary schools be paired. The Board
strongly opposes this proposal and would
pair no schools. HEW apparently assumed
that all secondary schools would be co-edu-
cational, whereas the Board plan contem-
plates co-education in grades 8 and 9, and
urges that grades 10 through 12, other than
in the vocational school be non-coeduca-
tional, Both HEW and the Board contemplate
a total of four complexes for the secondary
schools beginning in September, 1970, the
Northeast, Central, Southeast and Vocational
Technical. The Board proposes the creation
of a fifth complex in September, 1971, and
HEW does not deal with this proposal. There
are some minor differences between the two
plans in the operation of the feeder system
from the elementary schools into these com-
plexes.

The plaintiffs’ plan, while claiming to keep
in mind the neighborhood school concept,
admits extending the traditional school
neighborhood to include both white and
black neighborhoods within an attendance
zone, It criticlzes the HEW plan for failure
to pair a sufficient number of, and the Board
iplan’ for fallure to pair any elementary
school. HEW would close two schools. The
Board would close the same two. The Plain-
tiffs would close the same two and one more.
The plaintiffs would palr a total of 28, thus
enlarging the attendance zones and removing
children further from their homes.

As above stated, all three plans were
drawn under the impression or apprehension
that the law requires the achievement of ra-
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cial balance. The Board probably came to
this apprehension from the repeated use of
more and more sweeping and expansive
though still imprecise language by the
Courts. For instance, a recent order refers to
“full implementation of complete desegre-
gation.” We look in vain for any authorita-
tive statute or decree defining *‘complete
desegregation.” It became the duty of this
court some years back to order the admis-
slon of two Negro students to the Univer-
sity of Georgla. The entry of that order re-
quired no soul searching from the stand-
point of judicial duty because the law was
clear and plain and could be easily under-
stood by anyone who would read it. No one
then or now can have any quarrel with the
constitutional prohibition against enforced
state-imposed segregation. Those students
had a constitutional right to attend the
school of thelr choice. Most people today will
readily admit and agree that they had such
right. The point of mentioning this incident
is this. When that order was signed and
those students admitted the University of
Georgla, and perhaps all of its schools and
departments, was desegregated—completely
desegregated. Of course, there was no racial
balance sought or required, but desegrega-
tion resulted.

(4. Doubtless what the Appellate Courts
mean by “complete desegregation” is de-
segregation applying to all schools in a sys-
tem and to all grades in each school as dis-
tinguished from grade-by-grade, year-by-
year desegregation as the Appellate Courts
themselves approved and ordered for several
years after Brown v. Topeks.)

If this court were compelled to choose be-
tween the three plans discussed, it would
unhesitatingly choose the Board plan. It is
closer to this court’s concept of freedom of
cholice, is more respectful of the concept of
neighborhood schools and involves less dis-
placement of students from their present
schools. This court endorses the retention of
non-coeducation as proposed by said plan,
and regards that question as one for the
Board's determination and not inviting court
interference.

Accordingly this court hereby re-approves
the plan which was approved in its memo-
randum opinion of August 12, 1969, as said
plan has been previously amended by Para-
graph A of this court’s order of December 9,
1969, which amendment includes, inter alia,
immediate faculty desegregation as above
outlined and the right of majority to minor-
ity transfer therein stipulated. This order, of
course, contemplates that the board will con-
tinue to perform all of its continuing com=-
mitments under said prior plan.

This further faculty integration, which
this court wishes it could defer until the be-
ginning of the fall term, 1970, thereby avold-
ing the inevitable mid-term disruption of
the educational process, will of course
strengthen the present plan by unguestion-
ably further assuring that there will be no
*“all black schools”, and by further assuring
that the dual system no longer exists and
that a unitary system does exist, and, addi-
tionally, will further discharge the Board’'s
other and continuing duty of providing equal
educational opportunities for all students.

The Board is to be commended for its
exercise of obvious good faith in preparing
at great labor a plan which it deems work-
able in the event this court should adjudi-
cate that the law requires the achievement
of some racial balance in the schools. It is
well that this plan and these other two plans
have been prepared. They will be carefully
preserved. We do not know what the Con-
gress might legislate tomorrow, or what the
Appellate Courts might hold tomorrow.
These plans might yet be needed. No one
affected by this area of the law as fast as it
is moving should let his hopes soar too high
or his fears sink too low. Tomorrow might be
a new day. What this court holds today 1s
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that under the present state of the law it is
not required and would not be justified in
disrupting this school system mid-term by
implementing any one of these three plans
designed as they are to achieve racial balance
in the schools. Additionally, this court re-
approves the present plan as herein modified.
Needless to say any agreement between coun-
sel deferring the date for faculty changes
will be welcomed and approved by this court.
50 ordered this 21st day of January, 1970.
W. A. BooTLE,
U.S. District Judge.

The legal history of this case in a some-
what condensed form is as follows:

The case was decided by the full court
considering 13 cases consolidated to con-
sider various questions of law relating to
the speed of desegregation and other as-
pects of the question. Subsequent to the
decision to hear them but prior to oral
argument the Supreme Court in dlexan-
der v. Holmes County Board of Educa-
tion, 38 Law Week 3161 (October 29,
1969), declared that the doctrine of “all
deliberate speed” was no longer applica-
ble and that school desegregation was
immediately mandated in districts main-
taining dual school systems. A panel of
the fifth circuit after a hearing set a
December 31, 1969, deadline for conver-
sion to a unitary system in those dis-
tricts involved in the Alexander suits.

In the cases which included Bibb
County, decided under the title Single-
ton against Jackson Municipal Separate
School District, December 1, 1969, the
court directed each of the 13 school dis-
tricts before it to convert to unitary sys-
tems in terms of faculty and staff, trans-
portation, services, athletics, and other
matters by February 1, 1970, and to
merge student bodies by the beginning of
the fall term, 1970. A copy of the opinion
is appended; at pages 21 and 22 of the
opinion is a separate section devoted to
Bibb County.

The plaintiffs in practically all the 13
cases, including the plaintiffs in Bibb
County, have appealed to the Supreme
Court the portion of the fifth circuit’s
decision allowing the school districts
until fall, 1970, to desegregate school
bodies, On December 13, 1969, 38 Law
Week 3220, the Court acted on the first-
filed appeals, involving three Louisiana
districts; the Court directed that pend-
ing disposition of the appeals the school
districts were to take preliminary steps
to prepare for complete student desegre-
gation by February 1, 1970, and that the
districts should file their replies to the
plaintiffs’ appeals by January 2, 1970.
On December 15, 1969, Justice Black, as
circuit justice for the fifth circuit, is-
sued the same orders with regard to pre-
liminary filings by plaintiffs in others of
the 13 cases, including Bibb County, to
be in effect until December 19 and there-
after if a formal appeal were filed, as it
now has been.

The Bivens against Bibb County case
and the 13 other related cases were de-
cided by the full bench of the fifth cir-
cuit as follows:

In THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
THE FIrreE CIRCUIT—

No. 26285: Derek Jerome Singleton, et al,
Appellants, versus Jackson Mun.lcipa.l Sep-
arate School District, et al, Appellees. Ap-
peal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Mississippl.
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No. 28261: Clarence Anthony, et al, Appel-
lants, versus Marshall County Board of Edu-
cation, Appellee. Appeal from the United
States District Court for the Northern Dis-
trict of Mississippi.

No. 28045: United States of America, Ap~
pellant, versus Charles F. Mathews, et al,
Appellees, Appeal from the United States Dis-
trict Court for the Eastern District of Texas.

No. 28350: Linda Stout, by her father and
next friend, Blevin Stout, et al, Plaintiffs-
Appellants; United States of America, Plain-
tiffi-Intervenor, versus Jeflerson County
Board of Education, et al, Defendants, Ap-
pellees; Doris Elaine Brown, et al, Plain-
tiffs-Appellants; United States of America,
Plaintiffi-Intervenor, versus the Board of
Education of the City of Bessemer, et al,
Defendants-Appellees. Appeal from the
United States District Court for the North-
ern District of Alabama,

No. 28349: Birdie Mae Davis, et al, Plain-
tiffs-Appellants; United States of America,
Plaintifi-Intervenor, versus Board of School
Commissioners of Mobile County, et al, De-
fendants-Appellees; Twila Frazier, et al,
Appellees. Appeal from the United States
District Court for the Southern District of
Alabama,

No. 28340: Robert Carter, et al, Plain-
tiffs-Appellants, versus West Feliciana Parish
School Board, et al, Defendants-Appellees:
Sharon Lynne George, et al, Plaintiffs-Ap-
pellants, versus C. Walter Davis, President,
East Feliciana Parish School Board, et al,
Defendants-Appellees. Appeal from the
United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Louisiana.

No. 28342: Irma J. Smith, et al, Plaintiffs-
Appellants, versus Concordia Parish School
Board, et al, Defendants-Appellees. Appeal
from the United States District Court for the
Western District of Louisiana.

No, 28361: Hemon Harris, et al, Plaintiffs-
Appellants-Cross Appellees, versus St. John
the Baptist Parish School Board, et al, De-
fendants-Appellees-Cross Appellants. Appeal
from the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Louisiana.

No. 28409: Neely Bennett, et al, Appellants,
versus R. E. Evans, et al, Appellees; Allene
Patricia Ann Bennett, a minor, by R. B. Ben-
nett, her father and next friend, Appellants,
versus Burke County Board of Education,
et al, Appellees. Appeal from the United
States District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of Georgia.

No. 28407: Shirley Bivins, et al, Plaintiffs-
Appellants, versus Bibb County Board of Edu-
cation and Orphanage for Bibb County, et al,
Defendants-Appellees. Appeal from the
United States District Court for the Middle
District of Georgla.

No. 28408: Oscar C. Thomie, Jr,, et al, Plaln-
tiffs-Appellants, wversus Houston County
Board of Education, Defendants-Appellees.
Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Georgia.

No. 27863: Jean Carolyn Youngblood, et al,
Plaintiffs-Appellants; United States of Amer-
ica, Plaintiff-Intervenor, versus The Board of
Public Instruction of Bay County, Florida,
et al, Defendants-Appellees. Appeal from the
United States District Court for the Northern
District of Florida.

No. 27983: Lavon Wright, et al, Plaintiffs-
Appellants, versus the Board of Public In-
struction of Alachua County, Florida, et al,
Defendants-Appellees, Appeal from the
United States District Court for the Northern
District of Florida.

December 1, 1969.

Before BROWN, Chief Judge, WISDOM,
GEWIN, BELL, THORNBERRY, COLEMAN,
GOLDBERG, AINSWORTH, GODBOLD,
DYER, SIMPSON, MORGAN, CARSWELL,
and CLARK, Circuit Judges, EN BANC.*

Per Curiam: These appeals, all involving
school desegregation orders, are consolidated
for opinion purposes. They involve, in the
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main, common questions of law and fact.
They were heard en banc on successive days.

Following our determination to conslder
these cases en banc, the Supreme Court
handed down its decision in Alerander v.
Holmes County Board of Education, 1969,

U.8. , 90 8.Ct. , 24 LEd.2d
19, That decision supervened all existing au-
thority to the contrary. It sent the doctrine
of deliberate speed to its final resting place.
24 L.Ed.2d at p. 21.

The rule of the case is to be found in the
direction to this court to Issue its order
“effective Immediately declaring that each
of the school districts ., , . may no longer
operate a dual school system based on race
or color, and directing that they begin im-
mediately to operate as unitary school sys-
tems within which no person is to be ef-
fectively excluded from any school because
of race or color.” We effectuated this rule and
order in United States v. Hinds County School
Board, 5 Cir., 1969, F.2d , [Nos.
28,030 and 28,042, slip opinion dated Nov. T,
1968), It must likewise be effectuated in
these and all other school cases now being
or which are to be considered in this or the
district courts of this eircuit.

The tenor of the decision in Alerander v.
Holmes County s to shift the burden from
the standpoint of time for converting to uni-
tary school systems. The shift is from a status
of litigation to one of unitary operation pend-
ing litigation. The new modus operandl is to
require immediate operation as unitary sys-
tems. Suggested modifications to unitary
plans are not to delay implementation. Hear-
ings on requested changes in unitary operat-
ing plans may be in order but no delay in
conversion may ensue because of the need for
modification or hearing.

In Alexander v. Holmes County, the court
had unitary plans available for each of the
school districts. In addition, this court, on
remand, gave each district a limited time
within which to offer its own plan. It was
apparent there, as it is here, that converting
to a unitary system involved basically the
merger of faculty and staff, students, trans-
portation, services, athletic and other extra-
curricular school activities. We required that
the conversion to unitary systems in those
districts take place not later than December
31, 1969. It was the earliest feasible date in
view of the court. United States v. Hinds
County, supra. In three of the systems there
(Hinds County, Holmes County and Merid-
jan), because of particular logistical diffi-
culties, the Office of Education (HEW) had
recommended two step plans. The result was,
and the court ordered, that the first step be
implemented not later than December 31,
1969 and the other beginning with the fall
1970 school term.

I

Because of Alexander v. Holmes County,
each of the cases here, as will be later dis-
cussed, must be considered anew, either in
whole or in part, by the district courts. It
happens that there are extant unitary plans
for some of the school districts here, either
Office of Education or school board originated.
Some are operating under freedom of choice
plans. In no one of the districts has a plan
been submitted in light of the precedent of
Alezander v. Holmes County. That case re-
solves all guestions except as to mechanics.
The school districts here may no longer
operate dual systems and must begin imme-
diately to operate as unitary systems. The
focus of the mechanics question is on the
accomplishment of the immediacy require-
ment laid down in Alevander v. Holmes
County.

Despite the absence of plans, it will be
possible to merge faculties and staff, trans-
portation, services, athletics and other extra-
curricular activities during the present school
term. It will be difficult to arrange the merger
of student bodies into unitary systems prior
to the fall 1970 term in the absence of merger
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plans. The court has concluded that two-step
plans are to be implemented. One step must
be accomplished not later than February 1,
1970 and it will include all steps necessary
to conversion to a unitary system save the
merger of student bodies Into uniltary sys-
tems. The student body merger will consti-
tute the second step and must be accom-
plished not later than the beginning of the
fall term 1970! The district courts, in the
respective cases here, are directed to so order
and to give first priority to effectuating this
requirement.

To this end, the district courts are directed
to require the respective school districts, ap-
pellees herein, to request the Office of Educa-
tion (HEW) to prepare plans for the merger
of the student bodies Into unitary systems.
These plans shall be flled with the district
courts not later than January 6, 1970 together
with such additional plan or modification of
the Office of Education plan as the school
district may wish to offer. The district court
shall enter its final order not later than
February 1, 1970 requiring and setting out
the detalls of a plan designed to accomplish
& unitary system of pupil attendance with
the start of the fall 1970 school term. Such
order may include a plan designed by the
district court in the absence of the submis-
slon of an otherwise satisfactory plan. A
copy of such plan as is approved shall be
filed by the clerk of the district court with
the clerk of this court.?

The following provisions are being required
as step one in the conversion process. The
district courts are directed to make them a
part of the orders to be entered and to also
give first priority to implementation.

The respective school districts, appellees
herein, must take the following action not
later than February 1, 1870:

Desegregation of faculty and other staff

The School Board shall announce and im-
plement the following policles:

1. Effective not later than February 1, 1970,
the principals, teachers, teacher-aides and
other staffl who work directly with children at
a school shall be so assigned that in no case
with the racial composition of a staff indicate
that a school is intended for Negro students
or white students. For the remainder of the
1969-70 school year the district shall assign
the staff described above so that the ratio of
Negro to white teachers in each school, and
the ratio of other siafl in each, are substan-
tially the same as each such ratlo is to the
teachers and other staff, respectively, in the
entire school system.

The school district shall, to the extent nec-
essary to carry out this desegregation plan,
direct members of its staff as a condition of
continued employment to accept new assign-
ments.

2. Staff members who work directly with
children, and professional staff who work on
the administrative level will be hired, as-
signed, promoted, paid, demoted, i
and otherwise treated without regard to race,
color, or national origin.

3. If there is to be a reduction in the
number of principals, teachers, teacher-aides,
or other professional staff employed by the
school district which will result in a dismis-
sal or demotion of any such staff mem-
bers, the staff member to be dismissed or
demoted must be selected on the basis of
objective and reasonable non-diserimina-
tory standards from among all the stafl of
the school district. In addition if there is any
such dismissal or demotion, no staff vacancy
may be filled through recruitment of a per-
son of a race, color, or national origin dif-
ferent from that of the individual dismissed
or demoted, until each displaced staff mem-
ber who is qualified has had an opportunity
to fill the vacancy and has failed to accept
an offer to do so.

Footnotes at end of article.
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Prior to such a reduction, the school board
will develop or require the development of
non-racial objective criteria to be used in se-
lecting the staff member who is to be dis-
missed or demoted. These criteria shall be
avallable for public inspection and shall
be retalned by the school district. The
school district also shall record and preserve
the evaluation of staff members under the
criteria. Such evaluation shall be made avail-
able upon request to the dismissed or de-
moted employee.

“Demotion” as used above Includes any re-
assignment (1) under which the staff mem-
ber recelves less pay or has less responsi-
bility than under the assignment he held
previously, (2) which requires a lesser degree
of skill than did the assignment he held
previously, or (3) under which the staff
member is asked to teach a subject or grade
other than one for which he is certified or
for which he has had substantial experience
within a reasonably current period. In gen-
eral and depending upon the subject matter
involved, five years is such a reasonable
period.

Majority to minority transfer policy
The school district shall permit a student
attending a school in which his race is in
the majority to choose to attend another

school, where space is available, and where
his race is in the minority.
Transportation

The transportation system, in those school
districts having transportation systems, shall
be completely re-examined regularly by the
superintendent, his staff, and the school
board. Bus routes and the assignment of stu-
dents to buses will be designed to insure the
transportation of all eligible puplls on a

non-segregated and otherwise non-diserimi-
natory basis.

School consiruction and site selection

All school construction, school consolida-
tion, and site selection (including the loca-
tion of any temporary classrooms) in the sys-
tem shall be done in & manner which will
prevent the recurrence of the dual school
structure once this desegregation plan is im-
plemented.

Attendance outside system of residence

If the school district grants transfers to
students living in the district for their at-
tendance at public schools outside the dis-
trict, or if it permits transfers into the dis-
trict of students who live outside the district,
it shall do so on a nondiscriminatory basis,
except that it shall not consent to transfers
where the cumulative effect will reduce de-
segregation in either district or reinforce
the dual school system.

See United States v. Hinds County, supra
decided November 6, 1969. The orders there
embrace these same requirements.

o

In addition to the foregoing requirements
of general applicability, the order of the
court which is peculiar to each of the specific
cases being considered 1s as follows:

No. 26285—Jackson, Miss.

This is a freedom of choice system. The is-
sue presented has to do with school bulld-
ing construction. We enjoined the proposed
construction pending appeal.

A federal appellate court is bound to con-
sider any change, either in fact or in law,
which has supervened since the judgment
was entered. Bell v. State of Maryland, 378
U.S. 226, 84 S.Ct. 1814, 12 L.Ed.2d 822 (1964).
We therefore reverse and remand for com-
pliance with the requirements of Alerander
v. Holmes County and the other provislons
and conditions of this order. Our order en-
joining the proposed construction
appeal is continued in effect until such time
as the district court has approved a plan for
conversion to a unitary school system.
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28261—Marshall County and Holly
Springs, Miss.

This suit seeks to desegregate two school
distriets, Marshall County and Holly Springs,
Mississippl. The district court approved
plans which would assign students to schools
on the basis of achievement test scores. We
pretermit a discussion of the validity per se
of a plan based on testing except to hold
that testing cannot be employed in any
event until unitary school systems have been
established.

We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alezander v.
Holmes County and the other provisions and
conditions of this order.

No. 28045—United States Versus Matthews
(Longview, Tezas)

This system is operating under a plan ap-
proved by the district court which appears
to be realistic and workable except that it is
to be implemented over a period of five
years. This is inadequate.

We reverse and remand for compliance with
the requirements of Alerander v. Holmes
County and the other provisions and condi-
tions of this order.

No. 28350—Jefferson County and Bessemer,
Ala.

These consolidated cases Involve the school
boards of Jefferson County and the City of
Bessemer, Alabama. Prior plans for desegre-
gation of the two systems were disapproved
by this court on June 26, 1969, United States
of America v. Jefferson County Board of Edu-
cation, et al., —F.2d—— (5th Cir. 1969)
[No. 27444, June 26, 1960], at which time we
reversed and remanded the case with specific
directions. The record does not reflect any
substantial change in the two systems since
this earlier opinion, and it i{s therefore un-
necessary to resiate the facts. The plans ap-
proved by the district court and now under
review in this court do not comply with the
standards required in Alexander v. Holmes
County.

We reverse and remand for compliance with
the requirements of Alexander v. Holmes
County and the other provisions and condi-
tions of this order.

No. 28349—Mobile County, Ala.

On June 3, 1969, we held that the attend-
ance zone and freedom of choice method of
student assignment used by the Mobile
School Commissioners was constitutionally
unacceptable. Pursuant to our mandate the
district court requested the Office of Educa-
tion (HEW) to collaborate with the board
in the preparation of a plan to fully desegre-
gate all public schools in Moblle County.
Having failed to reach agreement with the
board, the Office of Education filed its plan
which the district court on August 1, 1969,
adopted with slight modification (but which
did not reduce the amount of desegregation
which will result). The court’s order directs
the board for the 1969-1970 school year to
close two rural schools, establish attendance
zones for the 25 other rural schools, make
assignments based on those zones, restruc-
ture the Hillsdale School, assign all students
in the western portion of the metropolitan
area according to geographic attendance
zones designed to desegregate all the schools
in that part of the system, and reassign ap-
proximately 1,000 teachers and staff, Thus
the district court’s order of August 1, now
before us on appeal by the plaintiffs, will
fully desegregate all of Mobile County schools
except the schools in the eastern portion of
metropolitan Mobile where it was proposed
by the plan to transport students to the west-
ern part of the city. The district court was
not satisfied with this latter provision and
required the board after further study and
collaboration with HEW officials, to submit
by December 1, 1969, a plan for the desegre-
gation of the schools in the eastern part of
the metropolitan area.

No.
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The school board urges reversal of the
district court’s order dealing with the grade
organization of the Hillsdale School and the
faculty provisions.

We aflirm the order of the district court
with directions to desegregate the eastern
part of the metropolitan area of the Mobile
County School System and to otherwise
create a unitary system in compliance with
the requirements of Holmes County and in
accordance with the other provisions and
conditions of this order.

No, 28340—East and West Feliciana
Parishes, La.

East Feliciana is operating under a plan
which closed one rural Negro elementary
school and zoned the four remaining rural
elementary schools. All elementary students
not encompassed in the rural zones, and all
high school students, continue to have free
cholce. Majority to minority transfer is al-
lowed on a space-available basis prior to
beginning of the school year.

The plan has not produced a unitary sys-
tem. We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alexander uv.
Holmes County and the other provisions
and conditions of this order.

West Feliciana is operating under a plan
approved for 1969-70 which zones the two
rural elementary schools. These schools en-
roll approximately 15 per cent of the stu-
dents of the district. The plan retains “open
enrollment” (a euphemism for free choice)
for the other schools. The plan asserts that
race should not be a criterion for employ-
ment or assignment of personnel. However,
the board promises to seek voluntary trans-
fers and if substantial compliance cannot
be obtained by this method it proposes to
adopt other means to accomplish substantial
results.

This plan has not produced a unitary sys-
tem. We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alerander v.
Holmes Couniy and the other provisions
and conditions of this order.

No. 28342—Concordia Parish, La,

The plan In effect for desegregating this
school district has not produced a unitary
system. It involves zoning, pairing, freedom
of cholce and some separation by sex. We
pretermit the guestion posed as to sex sepa-
ration since it may not arise under such
plan as may be approved for a unitary sys-
tem.

This plan has not produced a unitary sys-
tem, We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alezander v.
Holmes County and the other provisions and
conditions of this order.

No, 28361—St. John The Baptist Parish, La.

This school district has been operating un-
der a freedom of cholce plan, The parish is
divided into two sections by the Mississippi
River and no bridge is located in the parish.
The schools are situated near the east and
west banks of the river.

A realistic start has been made in convert-
ing the east bank schools to a unitary sys-
tem. It, however, is less than adequate. As to
the west bank schools, the present enroll-
ment is 1626 Negro and 156 whites. The
whites, under freedom of choice, all attend
the same school, one of five schools on the
west bank. The 1566 whites are in a school
with 406 Negroes, We affirm as to this part of
the plan. We do not belleve it necessary to
divide this small number of whites, already
in a desegregated minority position, amongst
the five schools.

We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alexander v. Holmes
County and the other provisions and condi-
tions of this order.

No. 28409—Burke County, Ga.

The interim plan in operation here, devel-
oped by the Office of Education (HEW), has
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not produced a unitary system. The district
court ordered preparation of a final plan for
use in 1870-71. This delay is no longer per-
missible,

We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alexander v. Holmes
County and the other provisions and condi-
tions of this order.

No. 28407—Bibb County, Ga.

This is a freedom of choice system on
which a special course transfer provision has
been superimposed. Special courses offered
in all-Negro schools are being attended by
whites In substantial numbers. This has re-
sulted in some attendance on a part time
basis by whites in every all-Negro school.
Some three hundred whites are on the wait-
ing list for one of the special courses, re-
medial reading. The raclal cross-over by fac-
ulty in the system is 27 per cent.

The order appealed from continues the
existing plan with certain modifications. It
continues and expands the elective course
programs in all-Negro schools in an effort to
encourage voluntary integration. The plan
calls for a limitation of freedom of choice
with respect to four schools about to become
resegregated. Under the present plan the
the school board is empowered to limit Negro
enrollment to 40 per cent at these schools
to avold resegregation. Earller a panel of
this court affirmed the district court's denial
of an Injunction against the quota provision
of this plan pending hearing en banc. The
prayer for injunction against continuation
of the quota provision is now denied and the
provision may be retained by the district
court pending further consideration as a
part of carrying out the requirements of this
order.

It is sufficient to say that the district court
here has employed bold and imaginative in-
novations in its plan which have already
resulted in substantial desegregation which
approaches a unitary system. We reverse and
remand for compliance with the require-
ments of Alexander v. Holmes County and
the other provisions and conditions of this
order.

No. 28408—Houston County, Ga.

This sytem Is operating under a freedom
of choice plan., Appellants seek zoning and
pairing. There is also an issue as to restrict-
ing transfers by Negroes to formerly all-
white schools. Cf. No. 28407—Bibb County,
supra. In addition, appellants object to the
conversion of an all-Negro school into an
integrated adult education center. As in the
Bibb County case, these are all questions for
consideration on remand within the scope
of such unitary plan as may be approved.

We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alerander uv.
Holmes County and the other provisions and
conditions of this order.

No, 27863—Bay County, Fla.

This system is operating on a freedom of
choice plan. The plan has produced impres-
slve results but they fall short of establish-
ing a unitary school system.

We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alezander v.
Holmes County and the other provisions and
conditions of this order.

No, 27983—Alachua County, Fla,

This is another Florida school district
where impressive progress has been made un-
der a freedom of choice plan. The plan has
been implemented by zoning in the elemen-
tary schools in Gainesville (the principal city
in the system) for the current school year.
The results to date and the building plan in
progress should facilitate the conversion to
& unitary system.

We reverse and remand for compliance
with the requirements of Alerander v.

Holmes County and the other provisions and
conditions of this order.
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In the event of an appeal or appeals to
this court from an order entered as afore-
said in the district courts, such appeal shall
be on the original record and the parties are
encouraged to appeal on an agreed state-
ment as is provided for in Rule 10(d), Fed-
eral Rules of Appellate Procedure (FRAP).
Pursuant to Rule 2, FRAP, the provisions of
Rule 4(a) as to the time for fillng notice of
appeal are suspended and it is ordered that
any notice of appeal be filed within fifteen
days of the date of entry of the order ap-
pealed from and notices of cross-appeal with-
in five days thereafter, The provisions of
Rule 11 are suspended and it is ordered that
the record be transmitted to this court with-
in fifteen days after filing of the notice of
appeal. The provisions of Rule 31 are sus-
pended to the extent that the brief of the
appellant shall be filed within fifteen days
after the date on which the record is filed
and the brief of the appellee shall be filed
within ten days after the date on which
the brief of appellant is filed. No reply brief
shall be filed except upon order of the court.
The times set herein may be enlarged by the
court upon good cause shown.

The mandate in each of the within mat-
ters shall issue forthwith. No stay will be
granted pending petition for rehearing or
application for certiorarl.

Reversed as to all save Mobile and St. John
The Baptist Parish; Affirmed as to Mobile
with direction; Afirmed in part and re-
versed in part as to St. John The Baptist
Parish; Remanded to the district courts for
further proceedings consistent herewith.

FOOTNOTES

*Judge Wisdom did not participate in Nos.
26285, 28261, 28045, 28350, 28349 and 28361.
Judge Ainsworth did not participate in No.
28342, Judge Carswell did not participate In
Nos. 27863 and 27083. Judge Clark did not
partlcipate in No. 26285.

1 Many faculty and staffl members will be
transferred under step one. It will be neces-
sary for final grades to be entered and for
other records to be completed, prior to the
transfers, by the transferring faculty mem-
bers and administrators for the partial school
year involved. The interim period prior to
February 1, 1970 is allowed for this pur-
pose.

The interim period prior to the start of
the fall 1870 school term is allowed for ar-
ranging the student transfers. Many students
must transfer. Bulldings will be put to new
use. In some instances it may be necessary
to transfer equipment, supplies or libraries.
School bus routes must be constituted. The
period allowed Is at least adequate for the
orderly accomplishment of the task.

2In formulating plans, nothing herein is
intended to prevent the respective school dis-
tricts or the district court from seeking the
counsel and assistance of state departments
of education, university schools of educa-
tion or of others having expertise in the field
of education.

It is also to be noted that many problems
of a local nature are likely to arise in con-
verting to and maintaining unitary systems.
These problems may best be resolved on
the community level. The district courts
should suggest the advisability of biracial
advisory committees to school boards in those
districts having no Negro school board mem-
bers,

On December 15, 1969, Associate Jus-
tice Hugo L. Black of the Supreme Court
of the United States, sitting as the cir-
cuit justice for the fifth circuit issued
the following order:

SurPrReME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES,

OcToBER TERM, 1969

Linda Stout, Etec., Petitioner, v. Jefferson

County Board of Education, Et Al
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Doris Elaine Brown, Et Al., Petitioners, v.
The Board of Education of the City of Bes-
semer, Et Al

Derek Jerome Singleton, Et Al., Petitioners,
v. Jackson Municipal Separate School Dis-
trict, Et Al

Jean Carolyn Youngblood, Et Al., Petition-
ers, v. The Board of Public Instruction of
Bay County, Florida, Et Al

Lavon Wright, Et Al, Petitioners v. Board
of Public Instruction of Alachua County,
Florida, Et Al.

Shirley Bivins, Et Al., Petitioners, v. Bibb
County Board of Education aend Orphanage
for Bibb County, Et Al

Oscar C. Thomie, Jr., Et Al.,, Petitioners, v.
Houston County Board of Education.

ORDER

Upon consideration of applicants’ motlons
for an injunction requiring the immediate
desegregation of the respondent school dis-
tricts and in conformity with this Court's
order of December 13, 1968, in Carter, et al.
v. West Feliciana Parish School Board, et al.,
No. 944, O.T. 1969,

It is ordered that:

(1) The respondent school boards shall
take such preliminary steps as may be nec-
essary to prepare for complete student de-
segregation by February 1, 1970; and

(2) By way of interim relief pending the
filing and disposition of a petition for cer-
tiorarl the judgment of the Court of Appeals
is stayed insofar as it deferred desegregation
of schools until the 1970-71 school year; and

(3) By way of interim relief pending fur-
ther order of the full Court the respondent
school boards are directed to take no steps
which are inconsistent with or will tend to
prejudice or delay full implementation of
complete desegregation on or before Feb-
ruary 1, 1970; and

(4) Applicants are directed to file their
petition for certiorari no later than Decem-
ber 19, 1969, and any responses to such peti-
tion shall be filed on or before January 2,
1970.

Hu6o L. BLACK,
Associate Justice of the Supreme
Court of the United Siates.
Dated this 15th day of December, 1969.

On January 14, 1970, the Supreme
Court of the United States in the Bibb
County and other cases issued an order
and judgment of the Supreme Court
that all of the defendant school distriets
accomplish total faculty and pupil re-
assignment by February 1, 1970. A copy
of that order is attached hereto:

SuPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES,
OcCTOBER TERM, 1969

Carter et al. v. West Feliciana Parish
School Board et al.; and

Singleton et al. v. Jackson Municipal
Separate School District et al.

On petitions for writs of certiorari to the
United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth
Circuit

Nos. 944 and 972,

Decided January 14, 1970

Per Curiam.

Insofar as the Court of Appeals authorized
deferral of student desegregation beyond
February 1, 1870, that court misconstrued
our holding in Alexander v. Holmes County
Board of Education, 396 U.S. 19. According-
ly, the petitions for writs of certiorarl are
granted, the judgments of the Court of Ap-
peals are reversed, and the cases remanded
to that court for further proceedings con-
eistent with this opinion. The judgments in
these cases are to issue forthwith.

Mr. JusticE HarraN, with whom Mr. Jus-
TICE WHITE joins, concurring.

I join the Court’s order. I agree that the
action of the Court of Appeals in these cases
does not fulfill the requirements of our re-
cent decision In Alezander v. Holmes School
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Board, 896 U.S. 19, and accordingly that
the judgments below cannot stand. However,
in fairness to the Court of Appeals and to
the parties, and with a view to giving further
guidance to litigants in future cases of this
kind, I consider that something more is due
to be sald respecting the intended effect of
the Alerander decision. Since the Court has
not seen fit to do so, I am constrained to
set forth at least my own understanding of
the procedure to be followed in these cases,
Because of the shortness of the time avall-
able, I must necessarily do this in a summary
Way.

The intent of Alexander, as I see it, was
that the burden in actions of this type
should be shifted from plaintiffs, seeking re-
dress for a denial of constitutional rights, to
defendant school boards. What this means is
that upon a prima facie showing of noncom-
pliance with this Court’s holding in Green v.
New Kent County School Board, 391 U.S. 430
(1968) , sufficient to demonstrate a likelihood
of success at trial, plaintiffis may apply for
immediate relief that will at once extirpate
any lingering vestiges of a constitutionally
prohibited dual school system. Cf. Magnum
Import Co. v. Coty, 262 U.S. 159,

Such relief, I believe it was intended,
should consist of an order providing meas-
ures for achieving disestablishment of seg-
regated school systems, and should, if ap-
propriate, include provisions for pupil and
teacher reassignments, rezoning, or any other
steps necessary to accomplish the desegrega~
tion of the public school system as required
by Green. Graduated implementation of the
relief is no longer constitutionally permis-
sible. Such relief shall become effective im-
mediately after the courts, acting with dis-
patch, have formulated and approved an or-
der that will achieve complete disestablish-
ment of all aspects of a segregated public
school system.

It was contemplated, I think, that in de-
termining the character of such relief the
courts may consider submissions of the
parties or any recommendations of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
that may exist or may request proposals from
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. If Department recommendations are
already available the school districts are to
bear the burden of demonstrating beyond
question, after a hearing, the unworkability
of the proposals, and if such proposals are
found unworkable, the courts shall devise
measures to provide the required relief. It
would suffice that such measures will tend to
accomplish the goals set forth in Green, and,
if they are less than educationally perfect,
proposals for amendments may thereafter be
made. Such proposals for amendments are in
no way to suspend the relief granted in ac-
cordance with the requirements of Alez-
ander.

Alexander makes clear that any order so
approved should thereafter be implemented
in the minimum time necessary for accom-
plishing whatever physical steps are neces-
sary to permit transfers of students and per-
sonnel or other changes that may be neces-
sary to effectuate the required rellef. Were
the recent orders of the Court of Appeals for
the Fifth Circuit in Unifed Staies v. Hinds
County, — F. 2 — (November 7, 1869), and
that of the Fourth Circuit in Nesbit v.
Statesville City Board of Education, — F, 2d
— (December 2, 1969), each implementing in
those cases our decision In Alexander, to be
taken as a yardstick, this would lead to the
conclusion that in no event should the
time from the finding of noncompliance
with the requirements of the Green case to
the time of the actual operative effect of
the relief, including the time for judicial
approval and review, exceed a period of ap-
proximately eight weeks. This, I think, is
indeed the “maximum" timetable established
by the Court today for cases of this kind.

Mr. JusTICE BLACK, Mr, JUSTICE DOUGLAS,
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Mr. JusTIiCE BRENNAN, and Mr. JUSTICE MAR-
SHALL express their disagreement with the
opinion of Mr. JusticE Hamuan, joined by
Mr. JusTicE WHITE. They believe that those
views retreat from our holding in Alerander
v. Holmes County Board of Education, 396
U.S. 19, —, that "The obligation of every
school district is to terminate dual school
systems at once and operate now and here-
after only unitary schools.”

Memorandum of THE CHIEF JUSTICE and
Mg. JUSTICE STEWART.

We would not peremptorily reverse the
judgments of the Court of Appeals for the
Fifth Circuit. That court, sitting en banc
and acting unanimously after our decision in
Alerander v. Holmes County Bd. of Educ.,
896 U.S. 19, has required the respondents to
effect desegregation in their public schools by
February 1, 1870, save for the student bodies,
which are to be wholly desegregated during
the current year, no later than September.
In light of the measures the Court of Ap-
peals has directed the respondent school
districts to undertake, with total desegrega-
tion required for the upcoming school year,
we are not prepared summarily to set aside
its judgments. That court is far more fa-
miliar than we with the various situations of
these several school districts, some large,
some small, some rural and some metropoli-
tan, and has exhibited responsibility and fi-
delity to the objectives of our holdings in
school desegregation cases. To say peremp-
torily that the Court of Appeals erred in its
application of the Alerander doctrine to
these cases, and to direct summary reversal
without argument and without opportunity
for exploration of the varying problems of
individual school districts, seems unsound
to us.

Since that time the people of Bibb
County have been stunned by the lash of
these orders and have appealed to every-
one to whom they could turn for relief
from a judicial order which has nearly
paralyzed educational processes in Bibb
County.

Prior to February 2, 1970, there was a
general reassignment of all faculty mem-
bers and while I do not have the details
of that reassignment, I am told that if
any teacher was reassigned to either the
school or the classroom formerly taught
by such teacher that it was purely by
chance. This reassignment of faculty be-
came effective on February 2, 1970,

By agreement between the parties to
the litigation and their counsel, the re-
assignment of high school students was
delayed for the time being. No one knows
for how long. However, during the week
preceding Monday, February 16, 1970, all
elementary students were reassigned.
Some of these elementary school students
were reassigned to the schools which
they had previously attended. But I am
informed that any such reassignment
was a matter of chance rather than de-
sign or intention because the school
board made every effort to be fair in the
performance of a difficult and disagree-
able task, and that the only criteria con-
sidered was the achievement of racial
balance. I am informed that a large
number of students in elementary
schools who live within a few blocks of
the school they previously attended have
now been assigned to different schools,
sometimes several miles from their home
of residence.

During January and February 1970,
my office, the offices of both Senators
from Georgia and the offices of many
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other Members of Congress have re-
ceived thousands of letters from Bibb
County alone protesting the conditions
which have been brought about. I have
seen more than a thousand of these let-
ters because more than a thousand have
been sent directly to me. I recognize many
because they come from personal friends
of mine whom I have known as long as
I have represented Bibb County in the
Congress of the United States.

Without exception these have been
good letters from good people. They have
been sensible letters from sensible peo-
ple. I shall not attempt to reproduce all
of these letters and include them as a
part of my remarks at this point, but
I can and do include representative let-
ters among this group:

Representative JoEN FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.

S1r: I ask you to help in stopping the move
of teachers and/or students by February 1,
;9'?0] in our county for purpose of integra-

on

Any move at this time will result in an
emotional problem and educational setback
for all students.

As an elected official of the people. I urge
you to speak for the people of Bibb.

The only hopes American people have to-
day are with men like yourself who are in
Washington for their interest (the people's)

The future of Georgia as well as America
is on shaky ground.

Agaln I urge your help and support.

Sincerely,

Macown, Ga.

Mrs. J. W. MarsH, Jr,

Macow, Ga.

Dear ConNcrESSMAN FLYNT: I am a teacher
in the Bibb County Public Schools in Macon,
Ga. I am also mother of two children who
attend school here.

I wish to urge you to stop the merger of
students and teachers at mid-year to achieve
racial balance. It can only impede education
and widen the gap between the races.

I have been required to teach in a school
which I did not choose. Have not my civil
rights been violated?

Sincerely,
Mrs. JACQUELINE L. Opon.

LizeLLA, GA.
Congressman Jack FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.

DEeaAr CoNGRESSMAN FLYNT: My wife and I
have a son aged 9 and one aged 3 and feel
we have a vital interest in the educational
system of this nation,

We would like to state we definitely feel
our educational system in Bibb County, will
be destroyed or harmed extensively if the
mass transfer of chlldren being suggested by
HEW and the courts in our county during
the school year 1969 for purposes of inte-
gration is enforced. We feel any transfer of
students or teachers should be done effective
Sept. 1970 so that this can be done with care-
ful planning during summer vacation and
with no disruption of classes.

Our main objective is what is best for the
education of our children and changing
teachers or schools in mid term is not good
for school children.

We object to bussing of children from their
nelghborhood schools to other areas solely
for purposes of integration.

We feel a true freedom of choice plan of
school education where both black and white
students can choose any school they wish
to attend in their county is the only consti-
tutional way to determine school attendance.

We also feel if school Integration is en-
forced in one county, it should likewise im-~
mediately be enforced in every city, county,
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and state in this nation alike, not in the
south alone.

Any help you can furnish toward these
goals would be appreciated.

Yours truly,
W. C. MCELMURRAY,
Macon, Ga.
Hon, JouxN J. FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.

Simm: As voters and taxpayers we must pro-
test the manner in which HEW has forced
the latest school integration steps on the
south—Georgia and Bibb County in partic-
ular. It is uphanded and hints of communism
when a department of the Federal Govern-
ment threatens to withhold school funds un=-
less its demands are met by a certaln date.
Funds derived, mind you, from taxes on the
citizens whose children will be denied edu-
cational opportunity if this threat is carried
out.

Further, it is stupid to force an issue
wherein if a county has a given ratio of white
to black that ratio must be maintained in
the schools even when it requires that stu-
dents be bused to schools in remote areas.
This is an additional tax load on the already
overburdened taxpayer and is grossly unfair
to all the students involved,

In the past few years all the laws made by
Congress and interpretations of these laws
tested by various federal agencies and deci-
sions of the courts have been in favor of the
so called minority groups and to the detri-
ment of the average citizen. It is time for
the country to wake up to the fact that the
money to maintain the Congress, other fed-
eral departments as well as the courts comes
primarily from taxes on the middle income
white family. Present conditions cannot be
the will of the majority and it is high time
something be done in favor of the majority
rather than the minority.

Very truly yours,
WiLLiAM G. STEWART,
MrLpRED T. STEWART.
Macon, Ga.
Congressman JACK FLYNT.

Dear Sir: I am writing to you as a con-
cerned citizen of Bibb County in Georgia. We
are appealing to you to take into considera-
tion a postponement of the total desegrega-
tion of our schools until the beginning of
the next school year.

We strongly feel that this disturbance in
the middle of a school term will be of great
injustice and emotional upset to our chil-
dren, our teachers’ and our educational sys-
tem as a whole.

We ask you again, please! give this your
earnest thoughts and consideration as we are
deeply and sincerely interested in what we
feel is only fair and just, for each pupil and
teacher In our county barring all color and
creed.

Sincerely yours,

Mrs. Harrlett Skipper.
MacoN, Ga.
Representative JaceE FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.
Subject: Bivin vs. Bibb County.

Dear Sm: We protest the February 1st
deadline for total integration of the races in
Bibb County, and in particular, the bussing
of children. It is our belief that education for
the 1969-1970 school term will suffer greatly
by a switch during the year. We feel that
our rights will be infringed upon if we are
not allowed to send our children to the
neighborhood school, We further feel that
the rights of our teachers to choose where
they will work is being violated.

We do not practice discrimination against
any person because of race, color, or creed,
but we feel that the right to attend the
neighborhood school {8 a right almost as
sacred as the right to worship as we please
and where we please.
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A September deadline will give everyone &
chance for adjustment and at the same time
keep from disrupting the educational proc-
esses for the current term.

Your earnest consideration of the problem
will be appreciated.

Very truly yours,

Mr. and Mrs, C. A. CALDWELL,

Macon, Ga.

DeArR Mr. FLYNT: As concerned parents of
two school children, one in the first grade,
we want you to know how we feel, along
with other families, about the bussing of
our children. We will not allow them to be
bussed to any other school. It is their right
to be able to go to the school nearest our
home. We can not afford, comfortably, to
send them to a private school. We pay taxes
and we expect you to stand up for the rights
of our white children. We don't mind their
being taught by colored teachers as long as
they are well qualified. The middle of the
year is no time to be changing teachers.
Most children in the first grade are just now
adjusting to school. This will only ruin
them.

Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. Earn KNG, Jr.

Drar Mg, FLYNT: As the mother of three
children and two of them school age, I feel
it my duty to see that they get a quality
education. When the children are disturbed
during the year with teacher changes and
the threat of being bussed to another school
that is strange and out of their neighbor-
hood, this effects their education. It seems
to me that now the issue is not education but
total integration.

What has happened to the white persons
clvil rights? Why are we being discriminated
against? With all the taxes the white man
pays as homeowners, why can’t we have free-
dom of cholce at least in the school issue?
Why are our rights and wishes being taken
away?

My daughter is in the 7th grade and has &
Negro man teacher half day. She comes in
some days so upset she sits down and cries,
The class is in such bedlam that the students
don’t even know what is going on. They are
learning nothing in that class, Is this the
price we must pay for integration? If they
are to teach our children, they should have
the same qualificatlions as white teachers.

I'm all for the education of the Negro—
but not at the expense of my children’s edu-
cation and that's what it all amounts to.
The Negro isn't going to come up to our
level—we are going to be forced down to
their level.

Private schools are not the answer! Frank-
ly, my husband and I cannot afford to send
8 to private schools. If the white chlldren
are forced out of public schools, how will they
get a college education? How many average
parents can afford 16 years of tultlons?

My children will not be bussed out of their
neighborhood just to please some Negro or
the HEW. They will be forced by me to stay
home. I feel we pay enough taxes to at least
be allowed to send our children to the school
within 5 blocks of their home. I don't feel
like my girls will be the only ones sitting
home watching educational TV,

If you have any suggestions as to steps
that we as concerned parents and cltizens
can take, we would appreciate hearing from
you. We need help and support and we need
it now.

Sincerely yours,
DoroTHY G, HARPER.

Macon, Ga,
Congressman JACK FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Completing desegregation of Macon public
school this February is a great injustice to
our high school seniors, black and white,
because such midyear change breaks up class
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organizations and friendship In their final
year in school here. It destroys a large part
of their work which climaxes in the four
months remaining in their school life here.
Please exert your full effort and influence to
postpone this change until end of the school
year in June. The purpose of desegregation is
to benefit the students and this change at
midyear is harmful to students, particularly
high school sendors.

Mr. and Mrs. FReEp J. SUTTON.

Macon, Ga.

Hon. JoHN FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sie: Your attentlon is invited to the
recent rullng by the Federal Court in the
case of Bivins versus Bibb County, Georgla,

I feel that enforcement of the Court’s
ruling to effect the transfer of teachers and
students during the middle of a school term
will have a disastrous effect on the education
of every child in Bibb County (both white
and negro).

I solicit your assistance In obiaining a
delay in enforcing this ruling until the
beginning of a new school year, I feel the
detrimental effects on the children's educa-
tion will be lessened by this delay.

Respectively,

PrEsTON O. LONG.

JANUARY 5, 1970.
Congressman Jack FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CoNGRESsSMAN FLYNT: For the sake of
our children and our teachers and our qual-
ity of education, please help stop the trans-
ferring of our teachers and children during
mid-term of a school year.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,
Rosarinp Boyp,
Macon, GA.

Representative FLYNT: We are very dissat-
isfled with the Supreme Court’'s ruling—bus-
ing our children in order to comply with
desegregation plans.

Please do all in your power to prevent this
disruption of our children during the term
of school.

Yours very truly,
Mr. and Mrs. DoucLAS HIGGINBOTHAN.
Macon, Ga.

DeAR ME. FLYNT: We are very dissatisfied
with the supreme court ruling of busing our
children in order to comply with desegrega-
tion plan. Please do all in your power to
prevent disruption of our children during
this term of school.

Yours Truly
Mr. and Mrs. 8. E. DoNALDSON, Jr.

MaconN, Ga.
Hon. Jonw J. FLYNT, Jr.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEearR Me. FLYNT: My husband and I are
concerned parents, concerned not so much
for ourselves but for the education of our
children. I sat down and drafted a lengthy
letter telling you how and why we felt this
way but then thought you had better things
to do than to read all our thoughts. The
government is tearing up our school system.
This is especially unthinkable since they are
threatening to do it in the middle of the
school year. Furthermore, the teachers they
are sending to replace the teachers in the
schools are not as qualified to teach as the
ones they are replacing. Is this right for
our children? They had nothing to do with
the mess we are in. Why lower the stand-
ard of one race to ralse the standard of
the other?

We and most of our friends are on the
conservative side of this but at the same
time we do have some who are very hot
about the situation and we are tending to
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get that way. Trouble is brewing. Please
help to slow this down to a reasonable pace
80 that the blacks can increase thelr educa-
tion but at the same time not penalize
the white children who had nothing to do
with the conditions as they now exist. And
why just the few states in the South? Why
not the whole country?
Help before it is too late.
Sincerely,

Mrs. W. D. AWTREY.

Macoxn, Ga.
Me, JoHN J. FLYnT: I would like to say
thank you for the stand you took on the
school problem. I have 7 grand kids that
have got to go through this mess and why?
Because more white people have sit back and
done nothing about it until now. No where
in the declaration of independence does it
say that they have got to do what they are
trying to push down every body’s throat,
where they wont it are not. U no and I no
“God” did not intend for this to be he would
have made us all one color if he had. And
¥you no they do not speak plain and our
language like we do. It is hurting the chil-
dren bad. The Negros don't want it the
Biggist Marnito want to be with their own
color. All Nixon can do is hallor infalation.
If he would cut down and out on this astor-
not mess. Look at the billion of § that
are being throwed away as they are doing.
And on his salary and some of the rest
there is up there lots of way besides cutting
out on the school and welfare. If all of them
up there had to live off of what the middle
class of people do then they would know how
to apprecate what that got. We raised 3 girl
on less than $4000. And don't regret it be-
cause we have always tryed to be honest and
pay our bills. It seem like all they want is a
huge salary for their self so they can fly
overseas go places have big expensive party
and they have left God out of their live. U no
they took the Lords prayer out of the school
long ago and why did U all stand for it?
That is the only time so many children ever
heard God's name only when it is used in
vain, I was always taught America was a
Land of freedoom and the Negro had had it
all these yrs and like lots of white people
did not use it in the right way. Did you
ever stop to think the Heavens are God's. And
he made Earth for man and they had bet-
ter stay away from up there. Just what have
they accomplomeed. Nothing, just read what
the Bible has to say about it. The Gover-
ment will pay for the Negro now to go to
school the white will get out build private
school to over burden them when they are
not able to. And every body is already over-
loaded now with taxes. Some of them all un-
called for. They ship boat and plane loads
of stuffl over seas when we need to think
about our own people moor here at our doors.
With all of the Land that is Laying Out why?
don't they build houses fit to live in and put
some of the people back out there to raise
some thing to eat for their self and help feed
S0 many that are hungary here in America.

Mrs. RUBY W. GORDON.

Macon, Ga.
Congressman Jacxk FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.:

The purpose of public schools is to edu-
cate. The mass transferring of children will
violate this principle and weaken the Amerl-
can institution as a whole. I am opposed to
my children being a part of a mass transfer.
Please see what you can do regarding this
matter.

PRESTON BATES.

MaconN, Ga.
Representative JAck FLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
Dear Sm: As a mother of a Tth grade pupil
in Bibb Co. State, Ga. I'm very concerned
over the fact plans are being made to transfer
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our children in mid term. This can only hurt
all concerned and especially our children.

As a public Health Nurse, I feel I can do a
better job with my school work if the chil-
dren are left in the school for the remainder
of this school term.

Thank you for your concern.

Yours truly,
Eve F. HauL.
Macon, Ga.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE FLYNT: This is to ask
for your help in our very difficult situation
here in Bibb County. The Supreme Court has
decided to take away the civil rights of all
of the white, middle class taxpayers in the
South. This is exactly what their unconsti-
tutional action is doing to us and to our
children.

I feel that there must be something that
you and our other elected officials (to whom
I am also writing) can do about this before
it is too late, I say elected officials, because
if you hear enough voices of enough law-
ablding citizens who have voted for you, then
maybe you and our Congress can do some-
thing about the un-elected members of the
Supreme Court and their irresponsible be-
havior in forcing this issue about our schools.
They have no thought for the fact that our
educational system will be set back 20 years
or that our children’s education will be
lowered because of total lack of qualified
teachers. The whole South will be set back
several decades In spite of the strides we
have made in the past.

Will you please do whatever you can for
us? All we ask is fairness in this matter—
we are already integrated and will be moreso,
I know, but when they start busing our
children when we pay taxes for them to at-
tend a fine school within walking distance,
then I fear what might happen all over the
South.

Thank you for reading this. I know we can
count on you.

Very truly yours,
EvELYN H. DONNELLY.
Macon, Ga.
Hon, Jack FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Smr: As a private citizen and as a parent,
I am quite alarmed and upset over the Su-
preme Court's order that the Bibb County
schools become a uniltary unit by February
1st or certainly by September 1970. This will
mean that busing of children will be neces~
sary to obtain the ratlo balance of blacks
and whites in each school that the court
wants, If, the February 1st date is upheld,
the children will lose out during this school
year.

My children are in walking distance of
their neighborhood school. I do not want
them bused to another school just to secure
a desired ratio. This would be infringing on
my rights. I do believe in freedom of choice,
it is very fair. In the years since my sixth
grader entered school, the classrooms have
become more and more integrated. Also, each
of my children have a black teacher. All of
this I have accepted, but when the govern-
ment says we are still not satisfied, you
must send your child somewhere else to
satisfy a minority group of people, it is un-
fair, unjust and undemocratic. Something
must be done to save our children.

As a representative of our state, my family,
frlends, and neighbors are depending on you
to plead our cause.

Respectfully,
Mrs. HErBeERT F. GREEN.
Macon, Ga.
Representative JACK FLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeaAr Smr: I very definitely feel that I have

been one of the “silent majority"” for far too
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long on too many issues at stake in this
country.

The one I am most concerned with at the
present Is the destruction of the public
school system. We have had tremendous suc-
cess with a freedom of choice plan in our
public school system here in Bibb County.
The schools and faculties have been smooth-
ly integrated with little or no trouble for
both blacks and whites alike. This is as it
should be.

But, now to force children and teachers to
change schools against their wills, especially
in the middle of a school year, is such a ter-
rible thing to do to them that it is very
frightening.

The ones who will be most hurt by the
court rulings are the poor blacks and whites
who cannot afford to place their children
in private schools. The better teachers are
leaving the public school system in droves to
teach in private schools, and this is leav-
ing us with poor, unqualified teachers In
the public schools.

Sincerely,
HELEN B. WALLER,
MacoN, Ga.
Representative JAck PLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sim: The recent statements by the
Supreme Court and HEW have caused segre-
gation rather than integration.

A few days ago a group of concerned people
decided to get together and intelligently dis-
cuss the school situation. My wife and I were
asked to attend. We expected about thirty
people to be there, but instead there were
approximately five hundred at the meeting.
These pecple are educated citizens who have
yearly incomes from $10,000 to $40,000 and
upwards. These people are the backbone of
our nation, and they are being taxed without
representation.

These people realize that making teachers
teach where they don’t want to, and busing
the children will destroy our public educa-
tion. Therefore, they are taking their children
out of public school and enrolling them in
private schools where they will be taught by
qualified teachers.

The black pupil and the economically poor
white children are the ones who will suffer
from the latest stupid rulings.

Sincerely,
CarL L. WALLER.

Macon, Ga.,
January 20, 1970.
Congressman JAack FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR, FLYyNT: We are the parents of 4
children, ages ten, seven, three, and one. As
you can tell by their ages, we will be con-
cerned with education for quite a few years.

We object very strenuously to the revoca-
tion of “freedom of choice” and the im-
mediate desegregation of Southern schools
by February 1st. It simply is not fair to com-
pel children to attend another school just
to achieve racial balance. This can only lead
to bussing, which is violating the rights of
every child and parent involved. This, in
turn, will make a lot of parents choose pri-
vate schools and those of us who are finan-
cially unable to do so, are left to bear the
brunt of the mistakes of the Supreme Court.
As tax-payers we feel our rights are being
violated just because a few politiclans are
too spineless to stand up for us.

We firmly believe that if enough parents
let their feelings be known right now through
the mails and later at the polls, this trend to-
wards punishment of the South will change.
We regret to say we voted for you in 1968
but given the chance again, will not repeat
that mistake!

Maybe someday we will get someone in
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Congress who will not be afraid of minority
public opinion.
Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. James E. HARPER.

THE Fmst NATIONAL BANK & TRUST CoO.,
Macon, Ga.

Hon. JouN J. FLYNT, Jr.,

Rayburn House Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

DeAR Jack: I know that you are aware of
the frustrations that we are living under in
the State of Georgla today. The Supreme
Court, in its assumed authority, has laid
upon us a burden that I do not think we can
bear.

Public education was just beginning to
emerge from the terrible affect of previous
decrees and we were becoming confident and
pleased with our progress. I don't believe that
public eduecation can make another come-
back, but will only deteriorate further,

The future leaders of our state will be af-
fected to a degree beyond our imagination if
a stand is not taken. If we continue as we
are going, there will be no need for us to
have Senators, Representatives, or even a
President. I urge you as one who represents
all of us in Georgla, not only to take a stand
against the present school verdict, but to use
every means at your disposal to curb the
powers of the Court.

With personal regards.

Yours very truly,
W. T, Moobpy, Jr.

Your Honor: A report out of Washington,
D.C., last night clalms that the city now is
# 1 in crime and murder.

As you know the largest % of Washington
is colored. If our federal government can't
clean up things at their back door, how do
they expect to tell us in Georgla how to run
our schools,

I'm for freedom of choice but I can't see
busing my children by one school in the

neighborhood to get to another one, I know
you are doing all you can to help us.
“THE SILENT MAJORITY.”
GENE SAVELIE.

Hon. JoeN J. FLYNT,

Representative from Sizth District of Geor-
gia, House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DEear Sir: The schools in the entire South
have been harassed by the Health, Education
and Welfare for several years. The school
officlals have been given so many court orders
that they do not have time to carry out the
educational program of the children. One
can see that there is a move to create chaos
in the field of education, This is being done
by the NAACP, and the Washington Research
Project, Inc. These organizations are non-
profit and tax exempt organizations. Because
of the poor quality of education, private
schools have been formed all over the South,
These schools are nonprofit, and have been
operated very good. Contributions have been
tax deductible.

Today I noticed that the Internal Revenue
Service, by a three-judge Federal panel in
Washington, voted to stop granting tax ex-
emption and contributions deductibly to
segregated private schools In Mississippl.
This has been done with no consideration
of the quality of education that the public
schools are offering. All of these events bring
to mind what happened in Cuba before Cas-
tro took over. The same thing is now hap-
pening in this United States of America.
The Congress and the Executive Department
of the government can stop this. I believe
that you as a Senator from Georgla can
initiate a movement to stop this. You are a
representative of the people and being paid
by the people to look after the rights of the
people. The radical minority group orga-
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nizations with their communistic influence
are being allowed to take over the law-abid-
ing people of minority groups, are being
forced to go along with the NAACP, and
other radical organizations whether they
think it is good or not. The silent majority
in these United States of America is going
to stop the communistic trend in this coun-
try. We are willing to sacrifice our life hold-
ings and even our lives to stop it. We are
not going to be taken over like Cuba If it
means death. I am pleading with you to
consider these thoughts of the people and
lets get on with the business at hand. The
people still know that under the Constitu-
tion of the United States, that the courts
can be stopped by Congress if they are tres-
passing on the rights of the people.

I would like to hear from you concerning
these remarks. I would like to know what
your plan of strategy will be to strike at the
people who are uprooting the very founda-
tions of this country.

Thanking you very much, I remain,

Yours truly,
RoserT G. FERRELL, M.D.
MacoN, Ga.
Congressman Jack FLYNT,
6ih District Representative,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr ConNgrREssMaN FrynT: During your
campalgn for electlon, you invited and urged
your constituents and the people of Georgla
to keep you advised as to their feeling and
opinions concerning conditions in the state
and legislation to be considered by the House.
We would like for you to consider the ques-
tion of education and the far reaching effect
that the latest Supreme Court decisions will
have on the people of Georgla and the chil-
dren who are presently in school. Most of the
people in our circle of friendship are not op-
posing integration of the schools and all of
us are interested in seelng that the stu-
dents of Georgia receive the best and highest
quality education possible without any
reference to color or creed.

The wise men who established and had
the Constitution of the United States ratified
provided that the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court of the United States could be expanded
or restricted by the Congress. It is our feel-
ing that such action should be taken ad-
visedly, but firmly, if necessary., The mem-
bers of the Court are answerable only to the
Almighty and they tend to become aloof and
seem not to consider the individual who is
way down in Georgia.

It seems to us that since the court deci-
slons recently rendered by the Supreme
Court affect only the South, we will have
difficulty in generating enough interest
among all the Congressmen to get the rellef
we need. The Court seems to be target prac-
ticing using as targets isolated areas of the
country until it gets the whole country
under one roof. It is easy for Congressmen
from the North and West to become com-
placent since they are not affected, and by
the time their area comes under attack, the
South will be unable and unwilling to stand
with them.

The Health, Education, and Welfare Bu-
reau has filed an integration plan in the Fed-
eral Distriet Court in the case of Bivins vs.
Bibb County and other parties have also filed
plans in our county. We have had no vio-
lence or other discord among the students
and both the Negro and White students have
demonstrated an Interest In maintalning
freedom of cholce. We would ask you to in-
troduce legislation to take the question of
education out of the jurisdiction of the Su-
preme Court and return the operation of the
schools and the integration of schools to the
state and local levels where it belongs. We In
Georgia know what is best for our children
and the future leadership of this state. In
proposing thie legisiation, you will render
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the citizens of Georgla a great service and we
are sure that your political future will not
suffer because of such legislation.
Very truly yours,
Mr. and Mrs. H. P. SMmITH.

MacoN, Ga.
Hon JoHN S, Fry~NT, Jr.,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. FLYNT: As a white parent I am
Just sick over this school situation. Please do
something so as to have Freedom of cholce
back again, both for children and teachers.
This pairing of the schools in the county so
as to put all children of certain grades in one
section and then bus them around to other
schools as they go to another grade. We have
lved here in Jones County for 12 years and
I'd like to keep my children in one school
until they get out of grammar school and
then stay in one high school.

What is happening to our country, the land
of the free, I thought? The Supreme Court
Justices, about 8 of them at least, should
be impeached. They are dictators. They are
soft on Communism and lawlessness.

I belleve we have been pushed as far as
we're going to be. The white people are ready
to fight for thelr rights. I sure am.

I hope you will do something about this
school situation. We need your help.

Sincerely,
Mrs. PAUL Smapson, Jr.
Macow, Ga.
Hon. JoEN PLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: I attended a student protest
meeting this past Sunday at the Macon Coli-
seum. Some 5,000 students and parents at-
tended to protest the utter destruction of
our public school system. If you had heard
these young people plea for their freedom
of choice; which is their God glven right,
I'm sure that you would do all in your power
to return this freedom to them.

The South is watching their elected offi-
cials during this time of confusion. We all
agree that changes in the Supreme Court are
sorely needed. There may be changes in the
Senate and House of Representatives if this
unlawful act is not stopped.

As the youths stated from their platform
they have accepted integration, but this is
dictatorship. Please stand wup and be
counted.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. HaroEMman IIT.
Macon, Ga.
Hon. JoHN J. PLYNT, JI.,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Sm: I know you are very busy these
days, so I will make 1t short and to the point.
I (and everyone I have talked to are) very
dissatisfied with the way our government is
run. It was always my thinking that the ma-
jority rules. It seems that the Supreme Court
has sure messed up our country. With most
of the members of the Supreme Court and
their background I don’t think they are really
fit to rule our country and determine its fu-
ture the way they are doing. You might
think about all the trouble we have had in
the schools since they ruled agalnst prayer
in the schools—dope, low morals, dropouts,
etc. I think they have too much power, I
think they actually have a grudge against
our country, and especially the South. I
think all states should be treated allke at
least. The current decislon shows they have
no concern for us—only thelr dictatorial
powers.

The Federal Government should stop in-
terfering with our school system.

The parents should have the major say-so
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the way their children are educated and
where.

Forced transfer and busing of students and
teachers would seriously harm our educa-
tlonal system both educationally and emo-
tionally,

I think the power to make the law should
be taken away from the Supreme Court. In
fact their term of office should be limited. I
think each four years a new judge should be
appointed or reappointed. Then each Presi-
dent will have a chance to appeint one,

A striect non-discriminatory qualification
test should be given to each teacher, regard-
less of race to determine their qualifications
not by racial balance. The white teacher
should not be discriminated against because
of her race, If they keep on there will only be
colored teachers. Why should a young person
choose to teach if they have to teach under
such conditions—they can make more money
somewhere else anyway.

The trend now seems to be to discriminate
against the white to satisfy the black.

Lets get back to a democratic form of gov-
ernment—regardless of race, color, ete.

Many neighborhood schools have been
built by the people of that community. They
should have the right to build it the way they
want to for their children.

Freedom of choice is the only way. If a
child is made to go to school where nelther
he or his parents want him to go will not be
happy and will not make good grades—there-
fore will drop out the first chance he gets.

Lets make this country free again. Put
the lgovernment back in the hands of the

ple.

A disgusted cltizen.

M. N, MUMFORD.

P.8.—I fought for my country and its free-
dom in World War II—what freedom?

Macown, GA.

Dear Sie: I am sixteen years old and Iam a
student in the eleventh grade at A. L. Miller
Senlor High. I am in Beta Club, an honor
soclety, and I am keeping my grades in
order to stay in this club.

I love America and our democratic coun-
try and way of life. When I think of Russia
and other Communist countries, I realize
how lucky I am to be living in a “home of
the free.” Even though we do have a demo-
cratic country, we are subject to mistakes
and we should profit by them. We should
also try to prevent them from being made.
I think taking away our “freedom of choice™
would be a grave mistake! That is the Com-
munists’ way of doing things, not ours. This
freedom taken away would hurt the Negroes
as well as the Whites in every community.
I do not mind Negroes going to my school,
but I do not like belng forced to attend a
school. This is not a racial matter! It is a
question of whether the Supreme Court
has the right to take away our “freedom of
choice” and I do not think they do. Parents
should have stopped this before it started.
They have failed their children. I am not
marching to protest and my friends are not
either. I am with my parents and supporting
them. This is thelr chance to do something
about the mistake they have made.

Violence isn't the answer. I feel that our
Congressmen are. You have the support of
the parents and what are you doing with
it? Now is the time to act legally! Is it
going to have to lead to vioclence? It would
not if Congressmen would correct it, Vio-
lence 1s destructible and accomplishes noth-
ing without great loss and it isn't the an-
sawer Iif our Congressmen would work now!
It's never too late!

I have a right to my opinion and I don't
think Congressmen are accomplishing any-
thing by playlng neutral. Take a stand one
way or the other. Speak up for what you be-
lHeve in. The greatest men of our country
were willing to dle for a cause they belleved
in. They didn’t straddle the fence!
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I would like you to know that you have
my full support and a lot of other people's
support. Would you please write me and tell
me what you are going to do about it and
how you feel?

Sincerely yours,
RuUBY BENNETT.
Mrs, M. C. BENNETT, JT.
M. C. BENNETT.
Mrs., WiLriam BUCK.
WinLiam C. BUCK.
Macon, GaA.

Hon, JoaN J. FLYNT,

U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C,

DEeAR Sim: The recent Supreme Court de-
cision concerning school Integration is a
matter of great concern to the majority of
the citizens of Macon and Georgia as a
whole. Why the highest court in this coun-
try would make such a decision applicable to
one section of the country only is something
I and a lot of other people cannot under-
stand. Georglans, and citizens in the entire
Southeast love their children and want them
to have quality education as much as anyone
else in the United States and they pay taxes
the same as everyone else. Why does the
Dept. of Health, Education and Welfare have
s0 much to say about what we do or do not
do in our schools? Why should our children
be used, and they are being used as if they
were puppets, in order that some may realize
their own selfish ambitions?

I have no objections to black children
having good homes, food, clothing, educa-
tion, etc.,, but why can't they live and let
live? If the constitutional rights of white
citizens have to be sacrificed in order that
black citizens can have “special” rights, then
it's time to board another “Mayflower.”

The constitution says “no taxation with-
out representation” but it appears that a
majority of us are only recelving lip service.
Members of Congress can always vote them-
selves a pay ralse but it seems that people
like myself, who really pay the taxes to keep
the country going, are left out in the cold.

Why shouldn’t parents of school children
who are denied freedom of choice be exempt
from school taxes?

Sincerely,

Mrs. Sybil Lively, Macon Ga., Mrs. J. V.
Johnson, Macon, Ga., Mrs, J. B, Suret~-
man, Macon Ga., Mrs. Ruth Holcom=-
back, Macon, Ga., Mrs. H. G. Howell,
Jr., Macon, Ga., Miss Allce Conner,
Macon, Ga., Miss Lynda Edwards, Ma-
con, Ga.

Mrs. Mary F. Taylor, Macon, Ga., Mrs. A.
J. Lorck, Macon, Ga., Mrs. Wallace Mc-
Kennon, Macon Ga., Mrs. H. J. Fergu-
son, Mrs. Barbara L. Hopson, R. L. Bar-
low, Macon, Ga., Mrs. Josie D. Meene,
Miss Beverly Smith, Forsyth.

Macon, Ga.
Hon. JorN J. FLYNT, Jr.,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr CoNGRESSMAN: Would you like to
have my vote in the next election? What for?
What good does my vote do? Our state sena-
tors ana representatives do not have the
power to do anything. Nor does their vote
in government matters amount to a hill of
beans. No matter how you vote the Supreme
Court and the HEW are going to tell us
what we have to do, and do it now!

I have written you asking if you were
aware of the communist take over of the
U.8. You stated you were aware of it. I
don't believe they are trylng to take over,
they already have done it!

There has been so much sald and done to
give us our civil rights, but the courts and
HEW have denied us our rights in every way.

We in Bibb county are having to go
through turmoil now with a change of
schools and students in the middle of the
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school year. The worst thing about this
changing is no one will benefit from it.

The courts have said they don't care what
kind of education our children get as long
as it is an Integrated one. The only thing
the government is interested in is to make
white black and to take away from those
who have and give to those who don't want
to do, with a lot of money paid to the
government in between.

I am in the so called middle income brack-
et of about $150 a week. When I get my check
after deductions, I have about $90 left to
feed my family and pay the bills. My house
is falling apart, I don't have a decent TV
or radio, I can’'t keep up with the repair
bills on my car and the government keeps
hollering for More, More, More!!!

Congress gave itself a ralse last year and
who has to pay for it? Me! Thats who. What
do I pay for? They have no say so in this
police state that is run by a hand full of
appointed men rather than the elected ones.

There are two groups that rule the nation
today. The Supreme Court and the HEW.
What do we need with the rest of the gov-
ernment?

Yours for taxation without represen-
tation.
JoEN M. WHITE, Jr.
Hon. JoaN J. FLYNT, Jr.,
U.S. Congress,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear M. FLYNT: I am sure that you share
the concern of all other parents regarding
the prospects of bussing school children from
one neighborhood to another to comply with
the Supreme Court ruling pertaining to in-
tegration. Many of my frlends have ex-
pressed their feelings, and no doubt, you have
received numerous other letters on this sub-
Ject,

Please do something to help usl I have
worked hard and tried to save to buy a house
in a neighborhood near my friends and close
to a school only to face the prospects of hav-
ing to load my children into a bus and have
them taken across town to some other school.
Regardless of what the Supreme Court says,
we feel that this is against all princlples,
and to be perfectly honest, we do not intend
to let this happen.

I believe that you know me well enough
to know that I am no radical, but this is
something that really makes my blood boil,
Can you do something to help us and is
there anything that we can do to help our-
selves?

I would greatly appreclate hearing from
you on this matter and hope that next tlme
you are in town you will drop by to see us,

Sally and I send our personal regards,

Sincerely,
E. DarLris COPELAND,
Assistant Cashier.
MaconN, Ga.
Hon. JoHN J. FLYNT,
Congressman (Georgia),
Washington, D.C.

DeAr HoNoRABLE FLYNT: We are writing
this letter in regards to the recent desegrega-
tion plan.

We live at 4561 Pinedale Drive, Macon,
Georgia, directly back of the Minnie Burg-
hard Elementary School, which our daughter
Sandra attends. She is in the second grade
and has a colored teacher, which is not our
concern as long as she is well qualified. Our
main concern is the fact of taking away the
Freedom of Choice Plan and bussing stu-
dents to a school away from their district.
We feel this would cause much emotional
upset to many children as in our case. San-
dra gets upset very easily, and I'm sure if
she was bussed to a school across town this
would cause s major upset to her grades as
well as to her emotional upset.

Before we bought a home we had in mind
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the future of our children’s education and
feel very strongly that bussing children
across town to another school would be very
unfair to the white people’s Civil Rights.

It is felt that the Congressmen and Repre-
sentatives of the State of Georgia should in-
troduce legislation to elect the Judges of the
Supreme Courts, rather than appoint them
as in the present system.

The people should have a voice in the edu=-
cation of their children and if these Judges
are elected, rather than appointed, they can
speak for the people that support them.

We would very much appreciate any
thought given to this matter and the deci-
sion to benefit all children and teachers as
a whole and not just please a minority
group.
Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. JoEN E. RoYAL.
Macon, Ga,
Hon. Jack FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Sm: The recent federal court order to de-
segregate southern schools by 1 February
has imposed a decided hardship on school
boards, teachers, parents, and most of all the
children,

As parents of two teenagers in junior high
school, we see first hand what an order by
a few can do to a majority in this section.
When we purchased our home ten years ago,
it was with the thought that when our chil-
dren reached high school age, they could
walk to school; we live within one block of
McEvoy High School, Now, with the recent
court order, we are told we must transport
our children over three miles of dangerous
highway (Pio Nono Avenue, with five lanes
of traffic) to a predominantly colored school.
Since both of us hold full time jobs in order
to provide for our family, this will be prac=
tically impossible to accomplish.

All the good that has been obtained this
school year is reversed with this change com-
ing in the middle of a school year. Teachers
will be reassigned, schedules rearranged, and
facilities changed to meet conditions of a
junior high class rather than junior-senior
class. Quality education will not be at-
tained as a result. Seniors will lose their class
and school identity.

For the last three or four years our chil-
dren have attended school under the freedom
of choice plan. This year one of our daugh-
ters has two out of four main classes taught
by Negro teachers, Our question is: what is
wrong with the freedom of choice plan gince
the Negroes have been admitted to the
white schools when they chose to apply? It
seems that many of the Negro students pre-
fer their own schools as evidenced by a re-
cent march on city hall by 350 colored stu-
dents from Ballard Hudson High School pro-
testing the loss of their school identity.

Our hearts cry for a country in crisis. In
making integration their only goal, the Su-
preme Court and some of our legislators are
destroying quality education, and the chil-
dren must suffer. Children do matter; they
are this country's future leaders.

The prineciples for which our forefathers
stood, mainly the importance of an individ-
ual and government by consent of the gov-
erned, could easily be lost. We beseech you
to fight for freedom of choice in our schools
and assure you that the people of this com=-
munity, city, and county will stand behind
you In any stand you take against recent
court decisions,

Sincerely,
TaoMmAsS L, and SyYLvia B. PIERCE.
MaconN, Ga.
Representative Joaw J. FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE FLYNT: In compli-

ance with a decree from Federal Judges, the
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faculties and stafls of our schools in Bibb
County will be completely integrated in a
few weeks,

Integration of the races Is not my main
concern, but the power of a judicial system
which can step in and completely disregard
the only reason for the existence of public
schools—the welfare and improvement of
children.

The effective date of the ruling is Feb. 1.
This is not the beginning of a school year,
not (ven the beginning of a grading period,
but the middle of a school term. The teacher
in practically every grade in every school will
be changed. These people are being forced
to assignments that are not of their choosing
and in many cases to positions that they are
not qualified to assume.

The greatest losers are the children. No
teacher will know what has been taught in
the preceding five months before he or she
took the class; yet, in just four months the
new teacher will have the responsibility of
either passing or falling the student.

The Supreme Court and their Federal
Judges have issued this drastic edict to only
the deep Bouthern states. If the Idea is
right and beneficial, It should be made to
apply to all states in llke manner or to none.

School systems have been taken out of the
hands of the local people whose children
are in these schools and who are most con-
cerned and who provided the personnel and
funds to operate them.

Let me urge you to do everything in your
power to:

1. Return school systems to local control
and prohibit Federal interference.

2. Provide strict non-discriminatory quali-
fication tests to all teachers to assure qual-
ity education to all studeits.

3. Ralse the standards and quality of ed-
ucation for all students, not to lower and
down-grade some so that others may qualify.

Education in our state faces the most seri-
ous threat in our life time, We are deeply con-

cerned and shall appreciate any assistance
from you and the power of your elected
office.
Very truly yours,
Mr. and Mrs, J. H. McKIBBEN.

Macow, GA.
Hon. JACE FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washkington, D.C.

S8m: I am very much opposed to total and
complete integration in the middle of a
school year. I feel the children will be
greatly harmed, both emotionally and edu-
cationally.

Since this is the feellng of the majority
of your constituents, I am sure you will
extend every means possible to prevent this,

Respectfully,
JEAN FoRDHAM.
MaconN, Ga.
Representative JoHEN FLYNT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: The people of our county are
very disturbed with the possibility of a pupil
change taking place February 1, 1970. I
would like to voice my opinion of the sub-
Ject as a citizen and a parent.

Changing pupils from one school to an-
other is very upsetting to a child, especially
the younger ones. A fifth grade child on
through high school can cope with new situ-
ations much better than a first, through
fourth grader. These young children, become
very attached to their teachers and to make
a change in the middle of the year would
destroy what a teacher has worked for four
months.,

I would like to express my strong opposi-
tion to busing. Busing would take more
personnel to run the bus, more maintenance
and therefore, more money to run them. This
means that we the people who are already
taxed excessively, would have to pay the
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price. Busing is totally against our rights.
We are free and Independent people and
should be able to choose which schools our
children attend.

Please use your influence to help us.

Very sincerely,
(Mrs.) JANET K. CoLLINS.

PB—We want to return control of the
schools to local government,

MacoxnN, Ga.
Hon. Representative Jack FLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

February 1st is the date our courts have
ordered our children to merge with the ne-
groes. The teachers have already been
switched to give our children the unqualified
negro teachers. Our white race will be de-
molished if this keeps up. We live one block
from the boys and girls high school. Our
7th grade daughter has looked forward to
walking to school with her friends for years.
Now she must go to a Black Jr. High, almost
2 miles away. Is this discrimination? Yes!
I am sick of the federal government ruling
our lives. If I had the money I'd leave this
country.

Can’t something be done to restore our
faith in the United States? Please don't let
the Communist take over our country. Think
of the people that depend on you; not just
your own family.

Sincerely,
Mrs. B. D. DEBosk.

Macow, Ga.

Dear Sm: I am writing in regard to the
recent court declsion to step up integration
in Bibb County in Georgla.

The transfer of teachers and possibly chil-
dren in the middle of a school year is the
most ridiculous thing I have ever heard. This
certainly says that education was not even
considered when this decision was made.

I have 2 children and I work in the schools
closely with PTA and other groups and I
know what is happening to the education of
my children. They are not getting one. I am
really disappointed that I have not seen any
of our State representatives taking a stand
for education and on our freedoms which are
being taken away. We are no longer a land
with freedoms. I think it is about time that
we begin to think and act on this issue to
prevent this from happening.

Sincerely,
Mrs. James F. LUMPEIN.

Macow, GA.

Dear Sme: I was one of the silent majority
until now.

Because I am very, very much concerned
with the way my two children may be forced
to lose one year of their education and
lower their educational quality, I am writing
you this letter.

For the sake of all children, all teachers
and our current quality of education, I pray
you will be able to lead the great leaders of
our country to understand that our educa-
tional system must not be destroyed by mass
transfer of children and teachers during a
school year.

I believe the Bibb County Board of Edu-
catlon has shown that it is willing to co-
operate 100% in every way in order for our
educational system to perform a better job.
The freedom of cholice plan, under which
the Bibb County schools are now operating,
has gone a long way In achieving integra-
tion as desired by some.

I, for one, am not for forced integration,
nor do I believe the majority, both black and
white, are for forced Integration.

Surely you, along with the other great
leaders of this country, understand the hard-
ships on all races, which will result if mass
transfer of children and teachers is forced
upon the southern schools in February 1960.
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I ask of you, and the power under your
control, to do something and do it now to
prevent the destruction of our public school
system.

Sincerely,
James F, LUMPEIN.

Macon, Ga.
Hon. Jouxn J, FLYNT, JR.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN FLYNT: It is hard for
me to sit here and visualize what has hap-
pened to the South and how it happened. I
realize the communists are calling the shots
and are destroying our public education sys-
tem In Georgia. You and I know that the
Communists have called the shots for fifteen
years integrating the hospitals and schools
and our representatives in Washington don’'t
seem to be having much te say about it. I
wonder why.

Why does the U.S. Supreme Court and HEW
pick on the southern states when there are
northern schools with less than 2% Integra-
tion? We have 40, 48, and 58% negro children
in white schools and HEW is not satisfied.
They won't be satisfied until the white wom-
en and girls are sleeping with negro men and
boys and vice versus. I wonder how long this
is going on. You know and I know it is not
here to stay! I don't believe it is, but it is
high time the people of the South take a
stand and stick to it.

The Supreme Court and HEW was not satis-
fied just to integrate the schools but now
they are busing the children all over town—
the white children to negro schools and the
negor children to white schools just to force
integration. I don’t understand it. I am a
southerner and will be a southerner until
I die. It looks like to me the southern repre-
sentatives could figure out some way to ease
this terrible problem here. We went along
with integration but now they have gone too
far and are driving it in the ground and it
is time something was done about it. It is a
pity that a handful of men sitting on the
Supreme Court can knock down all the laws
of the land and force on the South what they
have forced on us. This used to be a free
country (so called) but the only people who
have any freedom In this country now are
Negro people. We have, to my knowledge
since 1930, fed the negro, protected the negro
and alded the negro in every shape, form and
fashion and now they have taken our schools
and destroyed our public education. The Su-
preme Court and HEW won't be satisfied until
the negros and whites are sleeping together.
Our Miller Senior High School for girls in
Macon is integrated and HEW plans to make
it and other high schools co-ed. White boys
in the past were not allowed on the grounds
of the school but now negro boys are loitering
in the entrance doors and msaking immoral
advances to white girls but the law enforce-
ment officers say there is nothing that can
be done about it.

In my opinion instead of our boys fighting
communism in Vietnam they should be back
home cleaning out the communists from
Washington especially those in the Supreme
Court and HEW that are calling the shots on
integration of schools. The only integration
we can live with in the South is Community
integration. We cannot live with spiteful
over run busing integration.

Sincerely,
W. C. Coox.

Macown, Ga.
Hon. JoHN FLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: I am writing to you in reference
to this plan of 60-40% Integration. I would
like to know why colored teachers and white
are being moved just because a group of men
say they have to. They are satisfled just
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where they are. The colored teachers do not
want to teach in white schools and the white
do not want to teach in colored schools. The
colored children, with an exception of a few,
do not want to go to school with the white
children.

Why is all this being forced on us? What
about the white childrens civil rights? Help
the colored children yes, but don’'t hurt
others in doing so. The colored children have
nice schools, if not nicer than the whites.
We're not complaining.

This country is taxed to death now, why
should we pay taxes to support public
schools, and pay teachers salaries when we
have to end up putting our children in
private schools. If we put our children in
private schools and continue paying taxes,
we are paying for the negroes to attend our
schools. The majority of these negroes don't
pay any taxes. Is this what you call a de-
mocracy?

I have 7 children. We have college facing
us with the oldest In 3 years, the following
year we will have 2, the following year 3 in
college. I can not afford private schools, if
I could, I would prefer for my children to be
exposed to public schools.

You take our money and tell us what we
can or cannot do! If we don't pay our taxes
you come and take away our homes, etc. We
are supposed to have freedom of speech. Do
we have it? I feel that this is very similar
to communism.

Yours truly,
Mrs. J. Ray WiLson.
Macon, Ga.
Hon. JAcK FLYNT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.;

Please do something about this mass trans-
fer of teachers and students the middle of
the school year. We have done all the courts
and HEW have required so far, but this is too
much.

Tom D. Cray.
Macon, Ga.

Dear Mr. FrynT: Our family has become
very much concerned and alarmed because of
the interruption of classes in our local schools
that will occur as a result of recent Court
rulings. These Court rulings order the trans-
ferral of teachers and students during the
school term and will serve little purpose but
to create confusion and chaos. In addition
they will cause added expense for each pupil
for new school practice work-books and sup-
plies. It will tend to create insecurity in the
children, especlally those in the lower grades
because they will not be familiar with the
new teacher, and the class may be further
advanced than the class from which the
pupil transferred. It will place undue hard-
ship and burden upon the teachers to have
to acquaint themselves with a whole new
class of puplls and find out the learning ca-
pacity and ability of each pupil.

We have three children that will be af-
fected by the order. Our neighbors and
frilends that have children are equally
alarmed over such a court order that shows
unfalrness to the majority, dictatorial char-
acteristics, lack of understanding for the
school teachers and children, and discrimi-
nation agalnst those who want to maintain
a freedom of choice in our public school
system, Furthermore, why 1s the court rul-
ing being enforced in only five southern
states? We seem to have exhausted all our
means of legally having a fair public school
system when the courts refused to accept
our “Freedom of Choice" plan presented by
our local School Board of Education.

Many people in this area are so dissatis-
fied and disgusted with the recent court or-
ders that we would rather face imprison-
ment rather than bow to the heavy yoke of
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dictatorial power. Some say they will even
bear arms,

I appeal to you that we have too much
to lose to let our system of public education
be destroyed. I hope the gravity of this sit-
uation will be recognized and something will
be done about it immediatley.

Yours very truly,
OLIVER J. MULLIS,
JoLia A, MyoLLIs.
Macow, Ga.
Congressman Jack FLYNT,
10th District Representative,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Smm: My child is now attending an
integrated school in our immediate com-
munity. As a parent, I am much concerned
that my child may be forced to move to an-
other school in the middle of the school year.

The Bibb County School Board of Educa-
tion has proved that it is willing to cooperate
with integration procedures, but I feel the
Supreme Court’'s mandatory ruling that stu-
dents be moved by 01 February 1970 is very
unwise. Since much shifting around would
be necessary to meet the required ratio, much
of the school year's learning would be ham-
pered because students would have to relearn
their teachers and teachers would have to
relearn their students, and many valuable
school days would be lost in this process.

Also, who would pay for the transportation?
Taxpayers, of course, But it seems so foolish
to waste taxpayers’ money in bussing stu-
dents all around the city just for the pur-
pose of meeting a required integration ratio.
However, if it is necessary, it is unreasonable
to even consider moving such a large number
of students during a school term.

Furthermore, why can't teachers decide
where they want to teach just as other people
declde where they want to work? Is it con-
stitutional to force these teachers and stu-
dents to be where they don't want to be?
It seems that such an undesirable situation
would interfere with the teacher’s ability to
teach and the student's ability to learn. Then
what would we have accomplished?

Please reconsider this situation and the
effect it would have on many families,

Respectfully,
CaroLINE E. MUECKE.
Macon, Ga.
Subject: Abolishment of freedom of choice
plan and establishment of forced integra-
tion of southern schools.
Hon. Jack FLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Smr: I know I will have been denied
my rights of liberty and justice guaranteed
by the Constitution of the U.S., if the new
ruling of integration laws are enforced as
they now stand.

As a citizen of this great nation, I have
always abided by its laws, but fully intend
to do all I can, physically, mentally, and
financially, to have this Communist influ-
enced ruling abolished!!

I have one son in high school, another in
our Unliversity of Ga. My oldest son Is a grad-
uate of the University of Ga.—School of
Pharmacy and now operates his own drug
store.

‘Were it not for our public education, these
boys would, no doubt, not have a good educa-~
tion,

I am not against integration, but feel that
any method, other than “Freedom of Choice,”
especially dictatorial integration, will destroy
the free system of education in the U.S.

Please, Mr. Flynt, do what you can to help
every citizen of our country!

With the enforcement of this new ruling,
every law-abiding, God-fearing, American is
being betrayedl!!

Yours for Americanism,
Mrs. V. H. BROUNLEE.
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Macon, Ga.
Hon. Jack PLYNT,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR REPRESENTATIVE FLYNT: In December
I wrote urging you to do what you could
about the impending school integration in
Bibb County. Now it is a reality!

It is hard for me to understand how in-
tellectual men on the Supreme Court could
disrupt a school year with this ruling. Inte-
gration, yes, but a few months could not
make any difference. Especially since this
has not been implemented in the whole
United States of America. It is detrimental
to both races—as school in general will be
closed for several weeks to prepare for this.
What else can I do but let you know how I
feel!

Sincerely,
Mr. Frep M. HoLL.
Macon, Ga.
Hon. Jack FLYNT,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEeaAR CoNGrRESSMAN FLynNT: The recent Su-
preme Court decision requiring implemen-
tation of full integration of the Bibb County
School system by February 1 has had serious
effects on the educational processes of our
community, Some slight indication from you
or a member of your staff of some interest
in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Yours very truly,
Frep J. GREENE, JT.
Macon, Ga.
Hon. JoHEN J. FLYNT,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Smm: We are writing to ask you to
please help us in our fight for our public
schools.

We think everyone, regardless of race,
should have the chance of an education if
they so desire. We do object, however, to
anyone being forced to attend schools against
their wishes. The Supreme Court has taken
away one freedom after another and now
they tell us that no longer can we have the
freedom of cholice In our schools.

Please, Mr. Flynt, stand with many Geor-
glans and help in anyway possible to give us
the freedom of choice In our schools.

We elected men to go to Washington as
our representatives, but now the volce of the
majority is being pushed aside and the eight
Justices are ruling all. No more do we have
a “government of the people, by the people
and for the people.”

If you can give us any assistance please
do so, and if we can help—we are ready.

Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. CHARLES THOMAS.
MaconN, Ga,

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN FLYNT: I am a student
at Miller Senior High School in Macon,
Georgia. I am very much concerned with the
proposed transfer of teachers In mid-term.
By this time of year the students have got-
ten to know thelr teachers and know what
is expected of them. I feel that if this trans-
fer is put Into effect at this time that the
students would be at a great disadvantage.
I think it would do great harm to the stu-
dents to have to adjust to an entirely dif-
ferent teacher when the school term is al-
most over. I hope that you can use your in-
fluence to delay this transfer until school is
dismissed.

Sincerely yours,
LAURA JOHNSTON.

MacoN, Ga.
Dear Sir: In regards to the case of Blvins
vs. Bibb Co.:
As citizens of Bibb County we ask you to
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let us continue our school term in order
and peace. To change our teachers and stu-
dents in mid-term, to disrupt our school
year, cannot be the right way. We ask you
to help all our students and teachers by
allowing our Freedom of Choice plan to stay
in effect until the fall term.
Thank You,
Mrs. SanpDra B. Lowe,
ToMmMmY LOVETT.

Macon, GaA.
Congressman JACK FLYNT,
10th District Representative,
Washington, D.C,

Help!

I petition you that our rights are being
taken away. The Supreme Court ruling on
Integrating schools is bringing down the
quality of education and creating chaos and
confusion in our every-day life. When we
no longer have freedom of choice in our
schools we are certainly loosing the very
foundation upon which this great country
was built.

Again I petition you to do what you can
to return the freedom of choice that right-
fully belongs to a citizen of a supposedly
democratic nation with so-called democratic
leaders. ‘

An outraged citizen,
Mrs. W. R. WHITTEN.
MaconN, GA.
Re Bevins vs. Bibb County.

Dear SBmm: We ask your help in keeping our
schools as they are until the fall term.

We ask you not to move our students or
teachers.

Yours Truly,
Mrs, EDNA C. SAKELL,
MaconN, GaA.
President RicEarp M, NIxoN,
White House,
Washington, D.C.

DeAar PrESIDENT NIXoN: As a parent and
taxpayer I am very much concerned about
the recent ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court,
especlally the mass transfer of both teachers
and students during a school year. In addi-
tion to costing more money, mass transfer
will create emotional problems for both stu-
dents and teachers. For those students who
are already having difficulty in school, this
forced transfer will create even more emo-
tional problems and will probably cause many
students to fall this school year. Also, the ex-
pense of transporting students will fall di-
rectly on each individual family, an expense
that most familles cannot bear and which
should not be required. A revised Benate
version of Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 states that “no part of the funds con-
talned in this Act may be used to force
busing of students, the abolishment of any
school, or to force any student attending any
elementary or secondary school to attend
a particular school against the choice of his
or her parents or parent in order to overcome
racial imbalance.” The recent ruling of the
Supreme Court demands the exact opposite,
Not only will students have to be bused but
HEW is forcing some of the schools to close
(two in Bibb County alone). Closing schools
at a time when classroom space 1s urgently
needed 1z not only stupid and idiotic but is
extremely expensive—an expense which will
fall back on the taxpayer in the form of addi-
tlonal taxes to bulld more schools, An addi-
tional tax increase at this time would be
very unpopular.

It i1s my understanding that the Depart-
ment of HEW presents a bill to Congress,
Congress passes it, then the President signs
it into law; If and when the law is con-
tested (through channels) the U.S. Supreme
Court interprets the law. In vlew of recent
actions, the Supreme Court and HEW rule
the natlon. The Department of HEW has
been allowed to make declsions, and demand
that they be carrled out, decisions which
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should have been approved or disapproved
by the Congress. These decisions have been
backed by the Supreme Court. It is time for
the Congress to “apply the brakes"” to the
Department of HEW and the Supreme Court
and take control themselves. I also feel that
members of the Supreme Court should not be
appointed for a lifetime.

We are already faced with a teacher short-
age. If the present ruling is allowed to stand
we are golng to be faced with a much more
severe teacher shortage than we now have.
Freedom of choice for students and teachers
is the desired and logical solution to our
problem, not a dictatorship telling people
which school their children will attend and
telling teachers where they will teach. It is
past time for the Federal Government to re-
turn management of sovereign state's rights
to the states. If the Department of HEW
and the Supreme Court continue to dictate
to the people of this country and the Federal
Government continue to withhold federal
ald (ald which rightfully belong to each
state) for the specific purpose of enforcing
total integration, then we are no longer a
free country.

Congress has the power to ralse their sal-
ary, each state General Assembly has the
power to ralse salaries of varlous officlals—a
salary which is more than the average hus-
band and wife receives in two years, some-
times three and four years; salaries which we,
the working majority or “Middle Americans,”
are paying. It is past time for our leaders to
assume their duties and earn their fabulous
salaries by representing the people who put
them in office. It is time for “people loyalty,”
not “party loyalty.” Loyalty to the middle
Americans who possess numbers in man-
power, dollars, determination, desire, guts
and knowledge when aroused to unite and
defeat.

As a very concerned, tax paylng, registered
voting resident of this state, I insist that you
also be concerned about this very serlous vio-
lation of the civil rights of the students and
teachers. I also insist that any and all de-
clslons concerning integration be applicable
to all fifty states. In fact, the Federal Gov-
ernment and the higher courts should prac-
tice what they preach—equality for all
throughout the entire fifty states.

Concerned Middle American,
Mrs. HARVEY H. BECKER.

Congressman JAcE FLYNT,
Sizrth District Representative,
Washington, D.C.

Leaper: As an outraged American citizen
I am writing In concern to the desegregation
‘of students. This is a big step away from
democracy and a big step towards commu-
nism. It takes away from the freedom that
an American student used to have in choosing
& place of education, I am a junior! I have
worked 1014 years to graduate from an ex-
cellent institution of education with hopes
of higher education. To be a senlor! It must
have really been a long time since you've
had the pleasure of being one. The privilege
of graduating with friends you've known
for 12 years, but NOW to bused to another
school, deprived of a proper educational
foundation for college and most important
the freedom of choice of an educational
institution.

I petition you to vote against this act of
insanity and prosecutlon of American citi-
zens, As a supposedly democratic leader,
working for more freedom for his so-called
democratic nation, I am pleading with you
to return freedom of cholice to students and
future students and give us a better chance
in life!

I promise you, if something is not done,
this nation will soon see problems of mass
confusion, primitive education, and one
more step towards the crack in the unity
of this great nation|

An outraged and disappointed citizen.

DiannNE WHITTEN,

February 18, 1970

Mr. Speaker, I have received many ad-
ditional letters on this same subject from
each of the 16 counties in our district, but
there is only one that I want to refer to
in the context of my remarks at this time.
One mother of six children in LaGrange,
Ga., writes as follows:

I have six children of elementary and
junior high school age. These six children,
ranging in age from seven to fifteen, will soon
be attending five different schools instead of
the two schools which they are presently
attending. My two oldest are boys, ages 14
and 15. The next one is a girl, age 13. The
next two are boys ages 11 and 9, and the
youngest is a 7 year old girl, These six chil-
dren have been attending two schools, one aof
which is 0.7 miles and the other is 1.2 miles
from our home. Under the plan of reassign-
ment, instead of having to walk a total of
4.6 miles per day they will have to walk or
be bussed 21 miles per day. Converting that
to the present total of distances traveled per
week the total distance is 22.5 miles. When
they are reassigned the total distances trav-
eled per week will be 105 miles. If they could
continue to attend the schools they now at-
tend all six children could walk to and from
school. When they are reassigned five chil-
dren will have to be transported on a school
bus and the sixth will be entitled to it if
desired because of the distance from home to
school.

She continues:

My husband is presently serving in the
United States Air Force In Southeast Asla and
I am working to provide our family with the
bare necessities of life. It is important to me
for my children of the same age group to be
asslgned to the same school so that if one of
them Is sick or gets hurt in school the others
could look after them until I can be notified.

My husband and I purchased a home con-
venient to an elementary and junior high
school so that each child would be within
walking distance of a school that they could
attend. My youngest child, seven years old,
under the new assignment plan will have to
be transported the greatest distance of all.
This child is very small for her age and is
a very nervous child.,

I fear for her safety and health In attend-
ing a school so far away from her older
brothers and sisters who have looked after
her since she started school.

Mr. Speaker, this is a representative
case and there are many other similar
cases of which I do not have direct
knowledge. This situation described by
& very concerned and worried mother
shows how ridiculous this artificial pupil
assignment system has become.

I have received many letters from
other parts of Georgia. I think I have
received a dozen or more from each of
the other nine Congressional districts. In
one instance from a city outside the 6th
Congressional District, I have received
hundreds of such letters but for the pur-
pose of my remarks today I shall stay
within the Sixth Congressional District
of Georgia.

In addition to individual letters which
I have received direct from the writer,
I include as a part of my remarks, an
open letter written to the editor of the
Macon, Ga., Telegraph which I think de-
serves to be included with the other let-
ters which I have received from Macon
which have been specifically included as
a part of my remarks today. This letter
in its entirety is included at this point:
EDITOR, THE TELEGRAPH:

I believe many parents will agree with the
thoughts expressed in the following letter, a
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copy of which was sent to Chief Justice War~
ren Burger of the U.S. Supreme Court, and
will express their own feelings:

I am a parent who faces having her three
children lose a half year of education as well
as incur a far reaching emotional upset be-
cause of a court ruling forcing our school
system as well as other Southern systems to
completely integrate faculty and students
by Feb. 1, 1970.

Though an effort in our own county is be-
ing made to stay the student integration di-
rective until September, it will be just as
serious a mistake and educational backset
to allow the teacher change in mid-year.
My second grade child had an upsetting
change of teachers last year, and my hope
for restoring his educational progress lay in
a8 year's continuous teaching from one per-
son. Now his teacher is being taken away.

The edict handed down by the Supreme
Court in 1954 has been a bitter pill for many
Boutherners to swallow, but our Bibb County
Bystem has made progress toward achieving
its goal. Many parents have sought refuge
in the private school, but I have believed
strongly in public education, and have shown
my support by sending my children to public
schools, when changes have meant some
lowering of educational standards. In my
heart and intellect, I have realized that inte-
gration of the schools, in the long run, would
mean a better and more productive soclety
for America. I have been willing to do my
part in helping to realize this goal.

Granted there are districts in the South,
as well as in the North, which have dragged
their feet and done nothing. However, it is
unthinkable to me that in the ruling no
consideration was given to the thousands of
both black and white children who will suffer
because of this mid-year change of teachers,
slmply because the court wanted to make a
point. Is it worth the price many children
will pay in this lost year, just to have total
integration one half year sooner?

Our highest court of the land has men
who are capable of using the highest and
noblest exercise of intellect and spirit. It is
my earnest plea that The Supreme Court
will weigh carefully the benefits galned by
one half year of integration against the harm
done to thousands of children, and rule in
favor of the children.

Mrs. EENNETH DUNWODY, JI.

Mr. Speaker, there have been literally
hundreds of other letters published in
Macon newspapers and at the appropri-
ate time I shall include some of these
when I have additional remarks to make
on this subject.

This ridiculous situation which is pres-
ently being experienced in Macon, Bibb
County, Ga., is new and novel to my
friends, the people of Bibb County. How-
ever, it is not new to me nor is it new to
the people, the school boards and the
school administrators, of counties like
Spalding, Troup, Coweta, Fayette, Mon-
roe, Lamar, Henry, Jones, and others not
only in Georgia but in at least 10 other
States.

Mr. Speaker, there was one case so
flagrant and so utterly ridiculous that I
think that it should be reviewed at this
time in order to point out the stupidity
and tyrannical oppression which HEW
teams, and HEW officials in Washington
and in the field have been both vicious
and vindietive against local school sys-
tems.

One of their actions was inflicted upon
the board of education and the super-
intendent of schools of Fayette County,
Ga., over 2 years ago during the period
?;ag)ecember 1967, through February
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Briefly, the situation can be described
as follows:

For a period of several weeks the Fay-
ette County school system and the Office
for Civil Rights of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare had
been negotiating on the questions of
compliance or noncompliance with the
guidelines isued by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

The Fayette County Board of Educa-
tion and the county school superintend-
ent did everything in their power to co-
operate with HEW officials. I had at-
tended and participated in a number of
the conferences which took place both in
my office and in departmental offices.
Never during the nine terms that I have
served in Congress, indeed never in my
life have I witnessed the arrogance, and
abusive use of raw, naked power demon-
strated by HEW officials in these confer-
ences.

Mr., Speaker, for those of our col-
leagues whose school boards and school
administrations have never been sub-
jected to this kind of treatment by Fed-
eral bureaucrats, it may be necessary to
explain the procedure and practices
which the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare employs in har-
assing local school boards and school
administrators. Among other things,
these practices and procedures consist of
a series of written notices and personal
conferences during which efforts are
made to reach an understanding. From
the time the first written notice is given
a deadline is set within which such an
agreement must be reached or else all
Federal school boards will be cut off from
the local school district.

During the entire preliminary ne-
gotiations, I never saw local school offi-
cials cooperate more or work harder to
reach agreement and come into compli-
ance, than Superintendent Eugene
Bowers and the five members of the Fay-
ette County, Ga., school board. They are
reasonable men, men of goodwill, men
interested in public education of all
children and all people regardless of race,
creed, or color.

Just as they were approaching the
deadline, the school superintendent and
the school board reached a tentative
decision to meet every demand laid down
by the HEW officials. Law requires that
this action be confirmed at an official
board meeting which was already sched-
uled for the following Tuesday night.

Superintendent Bowers requested ver-
bally, by telegram and by registered let-
ter, an extension of 10 days within which
time they would hold a meeting and con-
firm the tentative agreement which had
been reached. In writing and by tele-
phone I notified the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, at the
request of Superintendent Bowers and
the board of education, that I joined in
this request for a 10-day extension. The
10-day extension was properly granted
by a person authorized to grant such an
extension.

Without notice to me, to Superintend-
ent Bowers, or to a member of the Fay-
ette County School Board, the Director
of the Office for Civil Rights, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare with-
out cause or justification arbitrarily re-
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voked the extension previously granted

in writing.

On February 8, 1969, by unanimous
consent previously obtained, I addressed
the House of Representatives and read
into the Recorp the events which lead up
to this shocking breach of faith by the
Director of the Office for Civil Rights of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

Mr, Speaker, I include as a part of the
Recorp at this point the remarks which
I made in the House of Representatives
on February 8, 1968, as they appear in
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 114,
part 3, pages 2783-2784:

CONCERNING AN EXCHANGE OF CORRESPOND-
ENCE BETWEEN THE OFFICE OF CIvIL RIGHTS
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE, AND THE BOARD OF EDUCATION,
AND SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS OF Fay-
ETTE COUNTY, GaA.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. FLynT) is recognized for 60
minutes,

(Mr. FLynT asked and was given permis=-
slon to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, on yesterday, Feb=-
ruary 7, 1968, an occurrence took place, the
substance of which I consider of sufficlent
gravity to inform the House of Representa-
tives. In order to present this information in
chronological order, it is necessary that we
review some letters by dates, addresses, and
signatures, and other letters in their en-
tirety, which make up an exchange of cor-
respondence between the Office for Civil
Rights in the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare and the board of education
and the superintendent of schools of Fayette
County, Ga.

This series of letters which constitutes the
exchange of correspondence began on or
about December 7-8, 1967, when on Decem-
ber 7, 1867, Mrs. Ruby G. Martin of the Office
for Civil Rights addressed a letter to the
superintendent of schools, Fayette County,
Ga.

On or about December 8, 1967, Mr. Lloyd
R. Henderson of the same Office for Civil
Rights in the Department of Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare addressed another letter on
the same subject matter to Mr. A, Eugene
Bowers, the superintendent of schools of
Fayette County, Ga.

On December 29, 1967, Mr. A, Eugene
Bowers addressed a letter to Mrs. Ruby Mar-
tin outlining apparent conflicts between the
two letters wr